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SERMON  I. 


WAS  ST.  PETER  EVER  IN  ROME? 


TO  ALL  RIGHT-MINDED  LUTHERANS  THAT  BE  IN  LANCASTER. 


I  have  read  over  attentively,  and,  I  hope,  impartially,  the  discourse  of 
Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald,  published  in  the  Lancaster  Nnu  Era,  of  iith  inst. 
My  feeling  after  the  perusal,  was  rather  one  of  pity  than  of  indignation — 
pity  for  the  Rev,  gentleman  himself,  and  pity  for  his  congregation.  His 
sermon,  as  becomes  one  of  his  profession,  was  plentifully  sprinkled  with 
Scripture  texts;  but  how  recklessly  applied,  how  perverted  from  their 
true  meaning  !  And  all  given  out  with  an  air  of  dogmatic  assurance,  as 
if  he  alone  possessed  the  key  of  interpretation,  as  if  he  were  not  only  Pope, 
but  Lord  and  Master  of  the  Scriptures.  And  you,  too,  came  in  for  a  share 
of  that  pity,  my  Lutheran  brethren,  in  that  you  were  forced  to  swallow 
these  false  conceits  and  shallow  interpretations.  From  experience  I  know 
something  of  the  Protestant  pulpit,  and  allow  me  to  say  in  confidence, 
what  perhaps,  never  before  occurred  to  many  of  you,  that  the  boast  of  pri¬ 
vate  judgment,  in  which  you  love  to  indulge,  is  one  thing,  and  the  blind, 
unwavering  docility,  with  which  you  accept  as  Gospel  truth  everything 
uttered  by  your  preachers,  is  quite  another.  Rev,  Dr.  Greenwald  has  im¬ 
posed  on  you  a  new  teaching  that  not  only  injures  Christianity,  but  brings 
discredit  on  what,  perhaps,  some  of  you  value  much  more,  your  Protestant 
form  of  religion.  Besides,  there  is  a  fallacy  pervading  his  whole  method 
of  explaining  Scripture,  that  tends  finally  to  destroy  not  only  God’s  Holy 
Word,  but  all  truth,  whether  revealed  or  otherwise  known.  He  has  at¬ 
tempted  to  prove  from  Scripture  that  St,  Peter  never  was  in  Rome — in 
other  words,  that  the  constant,  universal  belief  of  the  whole  Christian 
Church,  East  and  West,  for  eighteen  centuries,  is  nothing  less  than  a  gi¬ 
gantic  delusion,  from  which  he  kindly  steps  forward  to  rescue  the  Luth¬ 
erans  of  Lancaster.  Had  he  attempted  to  reason  from  historical  or 
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chronological  grounds,  I  ‘should,  most  probably,  let  his  statements  pass  for 
what  they  might  be  worth.  Hut  in  arguing  from  Scripture  against  a  well- 
known  and  universally  received  fact  of  history,  he  not  only  shows  how 
little  he  understands  of  the  rules  by  which  wise  men  interpret  Scripture, 
but  likewise  betrays  his  trust  as  a  preacher,  and  opens  unthinkingly  the 
door  to  skepticism  and  infidelity.  I  have  therefore  thought  that  a  few 
plain  words  from  an  impartial  outsider  might  do  you  some  good,  or  coun¬ 
teract  at  least  the  evil  effects  of  his  discourse.  In  imitation  of  the  Rev. 
gentleman,  I  will  begin  by  asking  a  question. 

Have  those  who  profess  to  read,  study,  and  expound  the  New  Testament 
ever  reflected  how  many  truths,  of  importance  in  themselves,  and  some  of 
them  necessary  to  Christian  belief,  are  neither  clearly  laid  down  nor  per¬ 
haps  mentioned  at  all  in  that  Holy  Book?  It  is  enough  to  look  around 
and  survey  the  Christian  world  in  order  to  discover  the  truth  of  the  first 
part  of  this  assertion.  If  the  New  Testament  had  been  intended  to  teach 
doctrine  clearly  and  explicitly  on  all  important  points,  the  Protestant 
world  would  be  a  unit  in  matters  of  faith.  For  it  professes  to  derive  all 
its  religious  teaching  from  the  Bible  alone,  and  above  all  from  the  New 
Testament.  And  no  one  will  venture  to  deny  that  there  are  amongst 
Protestants  many  skillful  and  acute  theologians,  many  learned  interpreters 
of  Scripture.  Yet,  when  we  come  to  examine  their  various  creeds  and 
doctrinal  statements,  how  widely  they  differ,  how  contradictory  are  their 
interpretations?  And  these  differences  are  not  upon  minor  points  or  side 
issues  of  philology,  history,  or  chronology,  but  on  matters  of  vital  interest 
to  the  immortal  soul,  on  great  dogmatic  truths,  where  “  he  who  believeth 
shall  be  saved,  and  he  who  believeth  not  shall  be  damned,”  as  we  are 
told  in  the  Gospel  (Mark  xvi.  i6).  It  is  a  down-right  insult  to  the  intel¬ 
lectual  calibre  of  the  Protestant  world  to  assert  or  insinuate  that  its  theo¬ 
logians  and  interpreters  have  failed  so  miserably  to  agree  in  the  doctrinal 
sense  of  a  book  which  (as  some  would  fain  persuade  us)  is  so  clear  that 
any  one  can  understand  its  meaning. 

What  could  be  more  important,  for  example,  or  what  should  have  been 
more  clearly  laid  down  in  the  New  Testament  than  the  doctrine  of  the 
Sacraments,  of  the  forgiveness  of  sins,  of  the  Holy  Eucharist  or  Lord’s 
Supper,  of  the  character  and  powei'S  of  the  ministerial  body  otherwise 
called  clergy,  of  the  relative  share  of  faith  and  good  works  in  concurring 
to  salvation.  Yet,  on  all  these  points,  after  a  careful  study  of  Scripture 
for  three  hundred  years  and  more,  the  Protestant  world  is  hopelessly 
divided.  Some  look  on  the  sacraments  as  channels  of  "race,  for  others 
they  are  but  empty  symbols.  Some  think  that  sins  are  forgiven  only  after 


5 


true  sorrow  and  satisfying  divine  justice  by  self-inflicted  punishment; 
others  hold  the  comfortable  doctrine  that  faith  either  takes  away  or  hides 
'  our  sins  from  the  eyes  of  God.  Change  of  life  and  good  works  are  not 
needed;  they  are  a  hindrance  rather  to  salvation,  as  Luther’s  more  zealous 
disciples  contended.  They  held  to  the  doctrine  of  their  master,  who  used 
to  say,'“  Sin  stoutly,  but  believe  more  stoutly,  and  rejoice  in  Christ,  who 
is  the  conqueror  of  sin.” 

Again,  what  is  the  Lord’s  Supper?  Is  it  the  real  body  of  Christ  truly 
present  in  the  Sacrament,  as  the  Latin,  Greek,  and  all  Eastern  Churches 
believed  from  the  beginning  to  this  day,  and  as  the  great  Reformer, 
Luther,  taught,  cursing,  almost  with  his  dying  breath,  all  Protestants  who 
presumed  to  differ  with  him  ?  Or  is  it  a  mere  empty  sign  and  token  that 
He  died  for  us  and  that  we  are  one  with  Him,  as  most  Lutherans  now 
teach[?  From  the  beginning  of  the  Reformation,  thirty  years  had  scarcely 
passed,  when  there  were  current  fifty  or  sixty  different  interpretations  of 
the  one  text,  “This  is  my  body.” 

All  this  goes  to  prove  that  it  is  not  so  easy  to  get  at  the  positive  teach¬ 
ing  of  the  New  Testament.  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  cannot  find  in  it  any 
divine  commission  to  St.  Peter.  But  others,  during  the  last  eighteen  hun¬ 
dred  years,  whom  he  must  acknowledge  to  be  his  superiors  in  theology 
and  biblical  science,  have  found  it  there.  But  these  were  men  who  looked 
at  the  Bible  in  the  true  Christian  light.  They  regarded  it  with  the  high¬ 
est  reverence,  and  would  have  burned  with  holy  indignation  had  any  one 
presumed  to  hint  in  their  presence  that  the  Scriptures  was  a  book  of  rid¬ 
dles  tossed  into  the  midst  of  a  gaping  crowd,  that  every  man  might  find 
his  own  solution. 

But  if  it  be  so  hard  to  argue  from  the  positive  portion  of  the  New  Tes¬ 
tament,  what  shall  we  say  of  him  who  ventures  to  construct  out  of  it  a 
negative  argument,  in  other  words  to  reason  from  its  silence  and  deny 
the  truth  of  whatever  is  not  therein  mentioned?  This  can  only  arise  from 
the  notion,  as  false  as  it  is  extravagant,  that  whatever  Christians  are  to 
know  or  believe,  must  be  recorded  in  the  New  Testament.  This  is  so 
palpably  untrue  that  Protestants,  no  less  than  Catholics,  show  every  day 
their  practical  disbelief  of  it.  We  have  in  the  New  Testament  a  positive 
law  commanding  Christians  “  to  abstain  from  things  strangled  and  from 
blood”  (Acts  XV.  20),  and  such  commandment  is  declared  to  be  of  the 
same  binding  force  as  that  which  forbids  fornication  and  the  pollutions  of 
idolatry  (ibid.)  Ctn  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald’s  principles  this  ccmmandment 
would  yet  be  binding  cn  Christians,  for  its  repeal  is  nowhere  mentioned 
in  the  New  Testament.  Does  he,  who  professes  to  teach  pure  Scripture, 
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inculcate  its  observance  upon  his  congregation  ?  Or  does  he,  using  glosses 
and  traditions  of  men,  teach  that  the  law  has  been  taken  away  by  some 
invisible  authority  of  which  Scripture  makes  no  mention  ?  Again,  we  find 
in  Scripture  a  law  enjoining  the  Sabbath  as  a  day  of  rest  and  worship. 
And  this  law  seems  to  have  been  respected  and  kept  by  our  Lord  and  His 
Apostles.  If  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  will  be  consistent,  he  must  acknowl¬ 
edge  that  all  Christians  (except  the  Seventh-Day  Baptists)  are  living  in 
perpetual  violation  of  a  Bible  law.  For  the  Sabbath  of  the  Scriptures 
was  not  Sunday  but  Saturday;  and  its  binding  as  to  the  day,  has  never 
been  withdrawn  in  the  New  Testament.  He  will  say,  perhaps,  that  the 
sacred  historian  mentions  that  the  Apostles  and  early  disciples  used  to 
come  together  on  Sunday.  But  the  answer  to  this  is  not  hard  to  find. 
What  the  Apostles  did,  whether  once  or  often,  may  be  very  commendable, 
but  cannot  make  law  for  the  Christian  Church.  To  impose  on  us  a  duty 
of  obligation,  we  must  have  their  command,  not  their  practice.  The 
Apostles  did  many  things  which  we,  by  the  light  of  a  purer  religion,  have 
long  since  discarded,  'bhe  Apostles  used  to  make  vows  and  keep  them, 
to  fast  and  practise  mortification  and  bodily  austerities,  to  have  stated 
hours  of  prayer  (Acts  iii.  i,  x.  9,  xxi.  26 ;  i  "Cor.  ix.  27),  and  to  do  other 
things  of  this  kind  that  only  survive,  to  excite  our  pity  or  our  laughter,  in 
the  Church  of  Rome.  But  we,  who  have  learnt  the  value  of  saving 
faith,  know  better  and  have  long  since  rid  ourselves  of  this  “  legal 
rubbish .” 

From  all  this  it  would  seem  very  plain  that  the  silence  of  Scripture  is 
no  argument,  for  either  Protestants  or  Catholics,  to  disprove  the  existence 
of  either  doctrines  or  facts.  The  martyrdom  of  St.  Peter  is  foretold  in 
the  New  Testament  just  as  clearly  as  it  is  foretold  that  he  was  to  be  the 
foundation  on  which  Christ  was  to  build  His  Church  (Matt.  xvi.  18,  John 
xxi.  18).  We  are  not  to  conclude  that  neither  event  happened,  because 
the  fulfillment  of  one  of  these  prophecies  is  not  mentioned  at  all,  while 
the  fulfillment  of  the  other  is  not  set  down  so  clearly  as  to  defy  all  possi¬ 
bility  of  misapprehension  or  every  attempt  at  misrepresentation.  Tradition 
comes  in  to  supplement  what  is  wanting  in  the  Bible  narrative.  And  so 
we  may  learn  with  certainty  whether  St.  Peter  ever  assumed  the  charge 
bestowed  upon  him  by  our  Lord,  and  whether  he  ever  went  to  Rome,  be¬ 
came  its  first  Bishop,  and  there  suffered  martyrdom. 

Dr.  Greenwald  pays  the  Catholic  Church  of  our  day  a  compliment, 
which  he  little  intended,  when  he  calls  the  tradition  of  St.  Peter’s  com¬ 
ing  to  Rome  and  dying  there  a  “  Romish  tradition.”  This  is  Rev.  Dr. 
Green wald’s  usual  style  of  preaching,  if  we  may  judge  from  his  present 


7 


effusion.  For  the  oldest  and  greatest  body  of  Christian  believers  in  the 
world,  he  has  perpetually  in  his  mouth  no  better  term  than  “  Romish  ” 
and  “  Romanist.”  Will  he  allow  me  to  remind  him  that  it  is  a  fixed  rule 
of  good  breeding  that  no  gentleman  ever  uses  nicknames.  How  much 
more  ought  this  to  be  observed  by  one  who  also  calls  himself  a  minister  of 
religion  !  Possibly,  Dr.  Greenwald  may  think  that  Catholics  are  outside 
the  pale  of  civilization,  and  so  may  be  treated  without  any  reference  to 
the  rules  of  gentlemanly  conduct  or  social  courtesy.  I  will  not  press  the 
point  that  a  true  gentleman  is  always  such,  with  whomsoever  he  has  to 
deal.  I  prefer  to  refer  him  to  one  of  his  colleagues  in  the  Protestant 
ministry,  a  gentleman  well  known  in  literary  circles.  The  Rev.  Mr. 
Nightingale,  an  English  Methodist  divine,  and  an  author  of  some  repute 
says  in  one  of  his  works,  “  These  odious  nicknames  of  Papist  and 
Pornafiist  are  no  longer  applied  to  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  by  any 
scholar  or  gentleman.”  Does  Dr.  Greenwald,  by  his  persistent  use  of 
these  nicknames,  wish  to  be  understood  that  he  does  not  care  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  belonging  to  the  class  of  either  scholars  or  gentlemen  ?  I  hope 
not.  He  only  forgot  himself ;  but  we  see  no  harm  in  reminding  him  that 
it  is  not  customary  with  gentlemen  to  forget  over  and  over  again  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  social  courtesy. 

When  Dr.  Greenwald  used  this  ugly  word,  he  little  imagined  who  were 
the  guardians  and  mouthpieces  of  this  “  Romish  ”  tradition,  as  he  con¬ 
temptuously  calls  it.  They  were  the  immediate  successors  of  the  Apos¬ 
tles,  their  disciples  and  followers  taught  successively  in  their  school  from 
the  earliest  days  down  to  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  and  thence 
down  to  the  days  when  modern  infidelity  first  raised  its  head  in  Chris¬ 
tian  Europe.  It  would  be  tedious  to  enumerate  them  all.  Besides 
St.  Clement  of  Rome,  a  contemporary  and  disciple  of  St.  Peter,  we  might 
allege  .St.  Ignatius  of  Antioch,  and  Papias,  who  belong  to  the  Apostolic 
age.  Every  Father  who  is  renowned  in  the  Church  is  a  witness  to  this 
tradition.  Irenceus,  Tertullian,  Origen,  St.  Justin,  St.  Cyprian,  Clement 
of  Alexandria,  St.  Ambrose,  St.  Optatus  of  Milevis,  the  great  historian 
Eusebius,  St.  Jerome,  St'.  Augustine,  everyone  in  fact  whom  the  Christian 
world  reveres  for  sanctity  and  learning  in  the  early  ages  of  the  Church. 
In  the  second  century  Cajus  (whose  testimony  has  been  preserved  for  us 
by  Eusebius)  appeals  to  what  he  calls  the  “  trophies  of  the  Holy  Apostles, 
Peter  and  Paul,  on  the  Vatican  and  on  the  Ostian  Way,”  meaning  the 
shrines  that  contained  their  sacred  relics,  and  which  had  been  erected  on 
the  site  of  their  martyrdom. 

And  all  this  testimony  is  for  Dr.  Greenwald  nothing  more  than  “  a  de- 
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lusion,”  from  which  he  wishes  to  guard  his  Lancaster  flock  !  Did  he  ever 
read  a  line  of  Irenreus,  Clement,  Justin,  Origen,  Eusebius,  Jerome, 
Augustine,  or  any  of  the  other  illustrious  witnesses  of  what  he  calls  the 
“  Roujish  ”  tradition  ?  It  is  not  venturing  much  to  aflirm  that,  he  never 
did,  no  more  than  he  has  read  the  works  of  the  three  men  whom  he  has 
invoked  as  authorities  to  support  his  opinion.  The  very  way  in  which  h^ 
quotes  his  three  great  witnesses,  “  Dr.  Spanheim,  Dr,  Flaccius,  and  Dr. 
Barrow,”  is  proof  presumptive  that  he  knows  as  much  of  their  writings  as 
he  does  of  the  Zendavesta  or  the  Rig-Veda.  And,  after  all,  who  were 
these  men,  who  stood  up  to  contradict  the  tradition  of  ages,  and  on  whose 
testimony  the  Lutheran  minister  so  confidently  relies?  Spanheim  was  a 
Calvinist — in  other  words  a  Sacramentarian  or  Roliengeist,  to  use  Lutheran 
phraseology — to  whom  the  founder  of  Lutheranism  would  never  have  ex¬ 
tended  the  hand  of  Christian  fellowship,  holding  him  accursed  with  all 
his  Sacramentarian  crew.  “  Dr.”  Flaccius  (though  perhaps  the  Rev. 
gentleman  may  have  been  unaware  of  the  fact)  was  indeed  an  ardent 
Lutheran,  but  in  very  bad  repute  with  his  brother  Lutherans  and  w'ith 
other  Protestants,  and  his  testimony  would  not  weigh  much  with  them. 
The  great  Lutheran  divine  and  historian,  Planck,  calls  him  a  viblent,  pug¬ 
nacious,  obstinate  fanatic.  Another  Lutheran,  Dr.  Heppe,  calls  him,  by 
way  of  contempt,  a  fanatical  worshiper  of  Luther  [ein  fanatischerVerehrer 
Luthers,')  and  stigmatizes  his  conduct  towards  Melanchthon  as  shameful 
and  scandalous.  Even  Dr.  Schaff,  no  Lutheran,  but  good  Protestant 
authority,  denounces  him  as  a  man  of  fanatical  intolerance,  who  introduced 
into  the  Lutheran  system  of  faith  what  looked  very  much  like  the  Mani- 
chean  heresy.  Who  is  the  third  witness?  Dr.  Barrow,  an  Anglican 
divine,  w'ho  was  very  willing  to  have  (what  Lutheranism  does  not  always 
tolerate)  bishops  and  an  establishment,  but  wanted  no  successor  of  St. 
Peter,  no  Pope  who  could  interfere  with  Anglican  Bishops  and  prebends. 

And  these  are  the  great  witnesses  whom  Dr.  Greenwald  summons  to 
his  aid,  that  he  may  prove  that  the  tradition  of  all  the  Fathers  and  all  the 
ages  was  a  mere  “  delusion,”  It  would  have  been  an  easy  task  to  furnish 
him  with  greater  Protestant  names,  say  Scaliger,  Salmasius,  and  a  score 
of  others,  of  whose  existence  he  w^as  innocently  unconscious,  and  whom 
he  might  have  quoted  (had  he  known  them)  in  support  of  his  opposition 
to  the  received  tradition. 

But  against  these  three  paltry  witnesses  whom  he  produces,  it  is  not 
hard  to  bring  forward  the  names  of  far  greater  Protestant  divines,  who 
have  steadfastly  maintained  the  so-called  “  Romish  ”  tradition.  Did  Dr. 
Greenwald  ever  hear  of  Grotius,  the  greatest  theologian  of  Protestantism? 
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of  Bp,  Pearson  ?  of  Dr.  Whiston  ?  of  Dr.  Lardner  ?  of  the  well-known 
Presbyterian  scholar,  Dr.  MacKnight  ?  It  is  to  be  feared  that  he  has 
never  heard  anything  of  them,  as  they  were  not  mentioned  in  the  little 
text-book,  where  he  found  the  great  names  of  “  Dr.  Spanheim,  Dr,  Flac- 
cius,  and  Dr.  Barrow,”  Yet,  he  may  rest  assured  that  they  are  all  men 
of  high  renown  in  the  Protestant  churches,  and  highly  esteemed  for  their 
learning  even  by  many  who  are  not  Protestants.  All  of  them  maintain 
the  validity  of  the  Catholic  or,  as  Dr.  Greenwald  prefers  to  call  it,  the 
“  Romish”  tradition  that  St.  Peter  went  to  Rome  and  there  suffered  mar¬ 
tyrdom,  Dr.  Whiston,  in  his  “  Memoirs,”  says  that  none  but  “  weak 
Protestants  pretend  to  deny  that  the  Saint  (Peter)  was  in  Rome.”  And 
he  adds  that  “  this  is  so  clear  from  Christian  antiquity,  that  any  Protestant 
must  feel  ashamed  to  acknowledge  that  it  has  ever  been  denied  by  Prot¬ 
estants,”  According  to  Dr.  Whiston,  therefore.  Dr.  Greenwald  must  be  a 
weak  Protestant,  and  wanting  in  that  good  quality  (call  it  shame,  modesty, 
love  of  truth,  or  any  name  you  please),  which  prevents  the  true  scholar 
from  rejecting  undeniable  facts,  because  they  happen  to  conflict  with  his 
prejudices.  And  let  Dr.  Greenwald  remember  that  it  is  no  worshiper  of 
St.  Peter,  but  a  fellow-minister  of  the  Protestant  religion  that  has  pro¬ 
nounced  this  sentence  on  hjm. 

It  may  not  be  amiss  to  quote  likewise,  for  the  instruction  of  Dr.  Green¬ 
wald,  the  words  of  another  Anglican  divine.  Dr.  Lardner,  which  are 
repeated  and  endorsed  by  the  Scotch  Presbyterian,  Dr.  MacKnight,  “This 
(Peter’s  coming  to  Rome  and  dying  there)  is  the  general,  uncontradicted, 
disinterested  testimony  of  ancient  writers  in  the  several  parts  of  the  world 
Greeks,  Latins,  Syrians.  As  our  Lord’s  prediction  concerning  the  death 
of  Peter  is  recorded  in  one  of  the  Four  Gospels,  it  is  very  likely  that 
Christians  would  observe  the  accomplishment  of  it;  which  must  have  been 
in  some  place.  And  about  this  place  there  is  no  difference  among  Chris¬ 
tian  writers  of  ancient  times.  Never  any  other  place  was  named  besides 
Rome ;  nor  did  any  other  city  ever  glory  in  the  martyrdom  of  Peter,  It 
is  not  for  our  honor  nor  for  our  interest,  either  as  Christians  or  as  Protest¬ 
ants,  to  deny  the  truth  of  events  ascertained  by  early  and  well-attested 
tradition.” 

Dr.  Greenwald,  therefore,  by  his  sermon,  has  not  consulted  the  honor 
nor  the  interests  of  either  Christianity  or  Protestantism.  What  a  shame¬ 
ful  misuse  of  the  Christian  pulpit,  and  what  a  bitter  reproach  to  one  who 
calls  himself  a  minister  of  God’s  Word!  Once  more  let  the  Rev.  gentle¬ 
man  call  to  mind  that  it  is  no  Catholic  but  a  fellow-minister,  who  has- 
thus  written  his  condemnation. 
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There  are  other  things  in  the  sermon  with  which  it  ould  be  easy  to 
find  matter  for  censure,  for  example  the  Rev.  gentleman’s  defense  of 
Solifitlianism,  and  God  save  the  mark!  from  Scripture  (whence  Luther 
could  only  extract  it  by  falsifying  the  text),  his  attempt  to  identify  Luth¬ 
eranism  with  Protestantism,  and  other  things.  But  I  forbear,  as  the  ob¬ 
ject  of  this  lay-sermon  is  not  so  much  to  expose  his  loose  theology  as  to 
give  him  a  word  of  friendly  advice.  Let  him  in  future  content  himself 
with  explaining  to  his  hearers  the  doctrine  of  his  patriarch  Luther,  or  as 
much  of  it  as  he  yet  believes  ;  let  him  praise  the  comfortable  dogma  of 
saving  faith  to  his  heart’s  content — throwing  in,  if  his  system  will  allow 
it,  a  word  now  and  then  in  favor  of  good  works,  of  truth,  and  honesty — 
for  such  things  ai-e  needed  even  by  Lancaster  Lutherans.  But  let  him 
steer  clear  of  the  Pope  and  St.  Peter;  for  these  are  evidently  subjects  be¬ 
yond  his  grasp.  And  in  presuming  to  handle  them,  as  he  has  done,  he  has 
shown  (as  has  been  proved)  the  “  weakness  ”  of  his  Protestantism,  and 
has  compromised  the  interest  and  honor  of  Christianity,  and  even  of  that 
Protestant  creed,  of  which  he  sets  himself  up  as  defender. 


SERMON  II. 


I  had  intended  to  follow  up  my  first  lay-sermon  by  some  remarks  on 
those  doctrines  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  which  have  been  specially 
singled  out  for  attack  by  Rev,  Dr.  Greenwald.  But  sickness,  occasional 
absence,  and  other  circumstances  have  prevented  me  thus  far.  I  thought 
it  was  due  to  the  large  and  respectable  body  of  Lancaster’s  Catholic  citi¬ 
zens,  with  some  of  whom  I  am  acquainted  and  for  whom  I  have  the 
highest  esteem — that  the  Rev.  preacher’s  hideous  and  uncalled-for  mis¬ 
representation  of  their  creed  should  meet  some  share  of  the  rebuke  it  de. 
served.  Possibly  the  Catholics  of  Lancaster  may  have  thought  that  noth¬ 
ing  he  might  say  could  hurt  them.  But  I,  looking  on  from  outside  and 
considering  his  action  a  gratuitous  insult  to  my  Lancaster  friends,  thought 
it  should  not  be  passed  over  in  silence. 

What  may  have  impelled  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  to  make  his  furious 
onslaught  on  the  Catholic  Church  and  her  doctrines,  being  only  an  out¬ 
sider,  I  cannot  well  imagine.  1  can  only  guess  from  some  hints  of  his 
own.  From  the  last  paragraph  of  his  third  sermon,  it  would  seem  that  he 
apprehends,  on  the  part  of  some  or  many  of  his  flock,  a  disposition  to  fall 
away  “  from  light  to  darkness,”  from  “the  True  Faith  and  the  True  Church 
(so  he  styles  Lutheranism)  to  a  faith  so  false  and  a  church  so  unsound  as 
the  Church  of  Rome.”  Hmc  illcs  lacrymce.  Perhaps,  if  his  fears  were 
realized,  it  might  not  be  such  a  dreadful  evil  after  all.  One  need  not  be  a 
Catholic  to  acknowledge  that  there  are  in  that  church  many  saints  and 
holy  personages,  some  gone  to  their  rest,  other^et  living,  models  of  truth¬ 
fulness,  uprightness,  charity,  humility  and  perfect  Christian  life,  whom 
the  Lutheran  pulpit,  instead  of  denouncing,  might  well  hold  up  to  imita¬ 
tion.  What  great  harm  could  it  be  to  share  their  faith,  and  strive  to  live 
after  their  pattern,  and  even  seek  to  be  helped  by  their  prayers  ? 

But  I  must  say  something  of  the  peculiar  way  in  which  the  Rev.  gen¬ 
tleman  has  given  expression  to  his  apprehension  of  this  imaginary  evil. 
What  cannot  fail  to  cause  regret  in  some  readers  and  surprise  in  many 
more,  is  the  recklessness,  or,  as  others  may  think,  the  studied  evasion, 
with  which,  not  only  in  this  place,  but  throughout  all  these  sermons,  he 
either  forgets  or  contrives  to  ignore  and  keep  out  of  sight  the  fundamental 
doctrine  of  Protestantism.  How  does  he  know,  what  he  so  boldlv  states, 
that  Lutheranism  is  the  True  Church  ?  Is  he  personally  infallible  ?  He 

(  ii) 
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would  he  the  first  to  disclaim  it.  lie  holds,  on  the  contrary,  that  there  is 
no  relii'ious  authority  on  earth,  that  may  not  go  astray;  therefore,  he,  too, 
as  teacher  of  his  fiock,  may  err.  Why,  then,  does  he  speak  out  with  this 
bold  authoritative  tone  of  certainty  and  dogmatical  assurance,  as  if  it  were 
impossible  for  him  to  err,  or  lead  others  into  error?  One  Papacy  in  the 
world  ought  to  be  enough.  Why  seek  to  establish  another  in  the  Luth¬ 
eran  pulpit  of  Lancaster  ?  The  preacher  who  is  ever  proclaiming  and  ever 
boasting  of  his  own  fallibility  and  that  of  his  church,  should  never  forget 
to  show  himself  extremely  reserved  and  modest  in  his  positive  teaching. 
The  Rev.  gentleman  may  probably  excuse  himself  by  falling  back  on  the 
Augsburg  Confession  or  other  doctrinal  symbols,  which  at  his  ordination 
he  engaged  himself  faithfully  to  follow  in  all  things.  But  what  are  these 
after  all,  but  creeds  of  a  Church  that  glories  in  being  fallible?  He 
may  boldly  add,  it  is  not  unlikely,  that  he  has  read  the  Word  of  God,  and 
there  found  his  doctrine.  If  this  were  really  so,  all  dispute  would  be  at 
an  end;  for  no  sane  man  would  presume  to  question  or  contradict  Re¬ 
vealed  Truth.  But  did  he  find  it  there?  He  thinks  so.  When  logically 
pressed,  this  must  be  his  last  and  only  answer.  Strip  it  of  all  idle  verbiage 
and  rhetorical  disguise,  it  narrows  itself  down  to  this  :  “  I  think  so ;  my 
private  judgment  finds  it  there.”  But  is  his  particular  opinion  or  “  pri¬ 
vate  judgment”  to  be  a  fixed  rule,  by  which  others  must  square  their  own  ? 
Will  he,  or  can  he  justly,  refuse  to  Episcopalians,  Methodists,  Presbyter¬ 
ians,  or  even  to  doubting  Lutherans,  the  right  to  read  the  Bible,  to  explore 
its  hidden  meaning,  and  to  acknowledge  only  whatever,  after  careful  ex¬ 
amination,  their  private  judgment  finds  written  there  ?  Must  not  the  Rev. 
gentleman,  on  his  own  principles,  accord  the  same  even  to  Catholics,  how¬ 
ever  much  he  may  deplore  their  folly  and  wickedness  in  not  making  use 
of  their  Christian  privilege  ?  "How  much  more  ought  he  recognize  it  in 
the  members  of  his  own  Lutheran  flock,  even  though  it  should  lead  them 
to  disagree  with  his  own  opinions  ! 

No  doubt,  if  questioned.  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  would  unhesitatingly 
give  this  out  as  the  very  essence  of  Protestantism ;  and  so  would  all  his 
clerical  brethren  of  his  own  and  other  sects.  They  are  never  tired  of 
repeating  it.  This  is  their  everlasting  boast,  especially  when  they  wish  to 
denounce  the  slavish  obedience  that  the  tyrant  of  Rome  exacts  from  his 
blind  votaries.  Such,  then,  is  their  theory.  Is  it  their  practice?  The 
“  inalienable  right  of  private  judgment”  has  in  it  a  something  of  grand 
and  lofty  sound;  it  is  a  most  attractive  party-shibboleth,  and  an  inspirit¬ 
ing  war-cry  against  Rome.  Uttered  from  the  pulpit,  it  seldom  fails  to 
flatter  the  ears,  and  shed  soothing  balm  upon  the  hearts,  of  those  who 
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listen  to  it.  But,  when  we  leave  the  world  of  imagination,  and  come  down 
to  reality,  it  is  to  be  feared  that  this  potent  charm  may  only  too  often 
prove  nothing  more  than  an  empty  form  of  words.  Being  a  constant 
reader  of  the  religious  papers  of  several  denominations,  I  meet  occasion¬ 
ally  with  cases  where  diligent  students  of  Scripture,  as  a  result  of  their 
reading,  have  come  to  understand  its  sense  differently  from  their  brethren. 
But  I  do  not  find  that  any  one  of  them  is  allowed  to  enjoy  his  new  opin¬ 
ion  in  peace,  or  to  give  his  friends  the  benefit  of  his  discovery.  On  the 
contrary,  to  my  great  surprise,  I  find  that  he  is  invariably  arraigned  and 
tried,  either  in  the  religious  papers  or  before  Church-tribunals,  by  certain 
standards  of  Augsburg,  Heidelberg,  Geneva,  Westminster,  the  Twenty- 
five  Articles,  the  Book  of  Discipline,  etc. ;  and  if  he  fall  below  those 
Standards  (all  of  them  avowedly  human  and  fallible),  he  is  forthwith  con¬ 
demned  as  unsound  and  heretical. 

Rev.  Dr,  Greenwald,  doubtless,  often  and  triumphantly  congratulates 
his  hearers  that  private  judgment,  or  deciding  for  one’s  self,  is  their  ina¬ 
lienable  gospel  birth-right.  But  would  he  tolerate  anyone  of  them,  who 
should  presume  to  disagree  with  his  own  interpretations  of  Scripture? 
It  seems  not,  to  judge  by  his  printed  sermons.  For,  at  the  close  of  his 
third  discourse,  he  threatens  with  the  loss  of  their  souls,  that  is,  with  ever¬ 
lasting  damnation,  all  who  venture  to  dissent  from  his  opinions  and  those 
of  the  true  Church,  as  he  calls  the  Lutheran- — leaving  Methodists,  Presby¬ 
terians  and  others,  to  shift  for  themselves  and  make  their  way  to  Heaven 
as  best  they  can,  out  of  their churches.  His  is  the  true  Church,  and 
he  consigns  to  Hell  whoever  leaves  it.  Did  the  Pope  of  Rome  ever  say 
or  do  more  than  this  ? 

Henceforth,  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  had  better  never  speak  again  from  his 
pulpit  about  the  right  of  private  judgment.  It  can  only  seem  wanton 
mockery  of  his  congregation.  In  what  does  it  consist,  or  what  is  its  value* 
if  I  am  told  that  I  have  the  right,  but  must  not  dare  to  exercise  it?  In 
other  words,  he  tells  me  (were  I  a  Lutheran)  that  my  private  judgment 
will  work  my  damnation,  unless  I  square  it  by  the  private  judgment  of  my 
Lutheran  pastor,  or  by  that  of  creeds  which  are  not  found  in  the  Bible, 
but  are  merely,  to  use  a  Bible  expression,  “the  work  of  men’s  hands.” 
And  cf  such  creeds  it  may  well  be  added,  in  the  words  of  the  same  inspired 
writer,  “  They  that  make  them  are  like  unto  them  (viz.:  liable  to  deceive 
and  be  deceived),  and  so  are  all  such  as  put  their  trust  in  them.”  (Ps. 
cxv.  4,  8.) 

How  much  wiser  and  more  logical,  to  leave  honesty  and  sincerity  out  of 
the  question,  is  the  course  of  the  Catholic  Church.  She  makes  no  glitter- 
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ing  promises,  holds  out  no  specious  words  of  rights  and  liberties,  to  be 
enjoyed  in  theory  and  violated  in  practice.  She  forbids  her  children  to  be 
guided  by  any  human  authority,  precisely  because  it  is  liuman  and  fallible; 
and  if  she  exacts  obedience  to  her  own  authority,  she  claims  it  only  be¬ 
cause  she  holds  that  authority  to  be  divine  and  infallible.  She  will  allow 
no  one  to  expound  Scripture  with  a  view  to  frame  out  of  it  his  own  creed. 
And  her  law  is  rigidly  impartial ;  for  it  includes  all  her  highest  dignitaries 
and  her  brightest  intellects,  as  well  as  the  lowly  and  unlearned;  the  scholar 
and  philosopher,  no  less  than  the  artisan  and  ploughman.  Her  world- 
renowned  Doctors,  the  August! nes,  Jeromes,  Gregories,  and  Chrysostoms, 
are  no  exceptions.  Independently  of  her  teaching,  they  are,  or  may  be, 
like  the  rest  of  mankind,  as  represented  by  the  Psalmist,  “As  for  the  chil¬ 
dren  of  men,  they  are  but  vanity  ;  the  children  of  men  are  deceitful  upc^n 
the  weights,  they  are  altogether  lighter  than  vanity  itself.”  (Ps,  Ixii.  9,  in 
Book  of  Common  Prayer.)  Consequently  they  are  no  safe  guides  for  one 
who  is  bent  on  the  possession  of  that  divine  truth  which  alone  can  save 
the  soul.  And  by  forbidding  her  children  to  trust  to  any  such  guides,  the 
Church  shows  not  only  her  concern  for  her  own  best  interests,  but  also 
her  good  sense,  her  respect  for  human  reason,  and  her  reverence  for  God’s 
revealed  truth. 

If  Dr  Greenwald  will  not  disdain  a  word  of  friendly  counsel,  I  would 
advise  him  to  be  more  sparing  in  future  of  censure  and  denunciation,  and 
more  modest  in  demanding  assent  to  all  he  teaches.  Even  his  most  de¬ 
voted  hearers,  if  they  have  the  true  spirit  of  Protestantism,  cannot  be 
pleased  with  his  attempt  to  turn  his  pulpit  into  a  miniature  Vatican. 
Surely,  he  himself  will  scarcely  consider  the  Pope  a  fit  model  for  his  imi¬ 
tation.  Yet  the  Pope  (whatever  be  the  merit  of  his  claim)  contends  only, 
that  he  is  to  be  believed  because  he  teaches  as  the  Head  of  a  Church 
which  is  infallible  by  divine  promise.  But  our  Lutheran  divine  makes  no 
such  claims  for  himself  or  his  Church.  Nay,  he  scouts  it  as  absurd  and 
impious.  Yet  he  proclaims  or  anathematizes  doctrines  with  as  much  ease 
and  boldness,  as  if  he  alone  possessed  the  Keys  of  Scripture-intepretation. 
Worse  still,  he  speaks  as  if  he  had  been  admitted  to  the  Divine  Counsels; 
for  he  threatens  with  future  damnation  all  who  shall  presume  to  disagree 
with  what  he  thinks  he  has  found  in  Scripture ! 

The  Rev.  gentleman  says,  and  seems  thoroughly  persuaded  of  it,  that 
the  Lutheran  doctrine  is  the  true  doctrine.  Well,  then,  let  him  preach  it, 
recommend  it,  urge  it  upon  his  hearers  ;  and  if  there  be  in  it,  as  he  thinks, 
inherent  truth,  this  will  necessarily  be  a  powerful  help  to  his  eloquence  in 
persuading  the  members  of  his  flock,  and  convincing  them  that  it  is  best 
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for  them  to  remain  in  the  Lutheran  fold.  He  will  find  it  much  more  effi¬ 
cacious  than  bitterly  denouncing  and  railing  at  the  doctrines  of  other 
Christians,  which,  it  is  to  be  feared,  he  does  not  understand,  since  he  can¬ 
not  or  will  not  state  them  correctly,  and  which  nevertheless  may  be 
true,  on  his  own  principles  of  according  the  right  of  private  judgment  to 
all.  But  above  all,  I  would  advise  him  in  his  preaching  to  be  truthful 
and  charitable ;  for  truth  and  charity  are  essentials  in  a  preacher  of  the 
gospel,  as  he  professes  to  be.  Let  him  first  study  carefully  the  great  fun¬ 
damental  doctrines  of  Protestantism,  and  especially  the  doctrines  and 
practices  of  his  own  Church,  and  preach  them  in  their  simplicity.  Let 
him  not  mix  them  up  with  Catholic  doctrine,  thereby  misleading  his 
hearers.  Let  him  not,  on  his  honor  and  veracity,  misrepresent  the  dogmas 
of  the  Roman  Church,  and  then,  against  them  so  distorted,  bring  to  bear 
the  powerful  lever  of  his  argunients.  It  is  by  such  perversion  only  he  can 
hope  to  hold  them  up  to  the  ridicule  and  obloquy  of  his  hearers,  and  to 
claim  from  them  acquiescence  in  his  conclusions.  Since  he  hates  and  de¬ 
tests  the  Pope  of  Rome,  as  pretending  to  infallibility  and  lording  it  over 
consciences,  let  him  not  sit  down  deliberately  to  copy  in  himself  so 
hideous  an  original.  But  more  than  anything  else,  I  would  recommend 
to  him  to  cultivate  the  meekness  and  charity  of  the  gospel  of  Christ,  in 
whose  name  he  professes  to  speak.  Let  him  try  gentle  words,  the  “  soft 
answer  ”  and  “  soft  tongue  ”  of  Scripture  (Prov.  xv.  i ;  xxv.  15) ;  he  will 
find  them  more  powerful  than  harsh  words  and  angry  vituperation,  to  re¬ 
tain  in  his'  flock  those  over  whom  he  fears  that  Rome  may  cast  her  spell. 

In  the  course  of  a  long  experience,  I  have  known  not  a  few,  some  of 
them  men  of  learning  and  distinction,  who  were  actually  driven  into  the 
Church  of  Rome  by  the  fierce,  extravagant  abuse  of  that  Church,  which 
they  heard  daily  from  the  pulpit.  The  horrible  wickedness  of  that  Church, 
as  represented  by  the  preacher,  struck  them  as  something  anomalous  and 
inexplicable,  when  they  looked  round  on  their  Catholic  friends  and  neigh¬ 
bors,  clergy  and  laity,  some  of  whom  were  models  of  every  virtue. 
What  increased  their  astonishment  was  that  this  “utterly  corrupt”  Church 
had  lasted  so  many  centuries,  and  showed  no  signs  of  approaching  death 
or  even  of  decay,  but  was  growing  and  flourishing  more  and  more  from  . 
day  to  day,  not  only  holding  her  ground,  but  making  fresh  conquests, 
winning  to  her  obedience  the  brightest  intellects  of  Protestantism.  Curi¬ 
osity  lead  them  to  search  out  the  cause  of  this  anomaly.  They  examined 
seriously,  and  the  result  was  that  they  became  Catholics.  Let  Dr.  Green- 
wald,  therefore,  learn  to  be  more  cautious  and  temper  his  fiery  zeal,  lest 
by  his  outrageous  misrepresentations  he  should  encourage  “  a  spirit  of  in- 
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qmry^^  and  thus  second  the  designs  of  Rome.  Strange  as  it  may  sound, 
it  appears  that  Rome  does  not  utterly  repudiate  the  fundamental  doctrine 
of  Protestants;  for,  she  seems  to  desire  nothing  more  anxiously,  than  that 
they  should  investigate  for  themselves,  and  not  be  led  by  the  nose,  that  is, 
blindly  follow  the  lead  of  fallible  teachers  of  religion.  And  what  is 
stranger  still,  is  the  unbounded  confidence  she  seems  to  have,  that  this  free, 
untrammeled  use  of  their  private  judgment  will  bring  all  serious,  honest 
inquirers  at  last  to  seek  rest  in  her  bosom.  To  many  this  will  appear  quite 
surprising,  but  it  is  the  fact,  and  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  had  better  make  a 
note  of  it  for  his  future  guidance. 

It  is  almost  unnecessary,  after  all  that  has  been  said,  to  come  down  to 
particulars,  and  point  out  in  detail  how  grossly  the  Rev.  gentleman  has 
misrepresented  and  caricatured  the  doctrines  of  the  Catholic  Church.  In¬ 
deed,  the  one  who  betrays  such  scant  acquaintance  with  the  fundamental 
doctrines  of  his  own  creed,  who  has  proved  the  “weakness”  of  his  Pro¬ 
testantism,  and  his  little  concern  for  the  honor  and  interests  of  both  Pro¬ 
testantism  and  Christianity,  as  I  clearly  showed  in  my  first  lay-sermon, 
could  scarcely  be  expected  to  take  the  trouble  of  accurately  knowing  or 
fairly  stating  the  doctrine  of  those  to  whom  he  is  opposed  in  religion. 
Nevertheless,  in  order  to  remove  some  of  the  false  impressions  of  Catholic 
doctrine,  with  which  the  Rev.  gentleman,  unwittingly,  perhaps,  has  deluded 
or  bewildered  the  minds  of  his  hearers,  I  will  add  a  word  or  two  on  those 
points  of  Catholic  faith,  that  he  has  so  angrily  assailed  and  so  foully 
misrepresented. 

i 

Of  what  Catholics  believe  touching  the  primacy  of  St.  Peter,  I  shall  say 
nothing,  as  all  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  has  to  say  against  it  is  reduced  to  these 
two  propositions:  i.  St.  Peter  never  was  in  Rome;  2.  St.  Peter  and  St. 
Paul  had  equal  gifts  of  apostleship.  The  first  proposition  might  be  true, 
for  all  I  know,  without  overthrowing  the  Primacy  of  either  St.  Peter  or  of 
his  successors.  But  it  is  not  true  ;  and  such  assertion,  according  to  Lardner 
and  McKnight,  is  a  sign  of  weak  Protestantism,  and  both  dishonorable  and 
prejudicial  to  Christianity,  as  well  as  to  Protestantism.  As  to-the  latter 
proposition,  it  is  true,  but  proves  nothing.  Equality  in  the  gifts  and 
powers  of  the  Apostleship  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  of  the  Pri¬ 
macy.  These  two  functions  are  very  different  from  each  other.  The 
object  of  the  Apostolate  was  to  spread  the  Christian  faith  throughout  the 
world  by  preaching  and  by  miracles;  and  the  gifts  and  powers  of  the 
Apostolic  office  ceased  wholly  or  in  part  with  its  possessors.  But  the 
Primacy,  if  Christ  instituted  one,  was  necessarily  something  else.  It  must 
have  been  meant  to  be  a  centre  of  unity  for  the  whole  Church,  and  its 
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duration  must  be  co-extensive  with  that  of  the  Church.  The  Church,  by 
divine  promise,  is  to  last  forever,  and  therefore  so  must  the  Primacy ; 
while  the  Apostolic  office,  being  a  personal  prerogative,  was  to  expire 
with  those  on  whom  it  w^as  conferred.  It  is  not  my  intention  to  offer 
proofs  of  the  Catholic  doctrine;  I  only  show  that  Rev.  Mr.  Greenwald 
has  signally  failed  to  disprove  it. 

THE  DOCTRINE  OF  JUSTIFICATION. 

I  come  to  justification.  The  Rev.  preacher  is  indignant,  that  the 
Church  of  Rome  should  believe  in  justification  by  works,  and  not  by  faith 
alone.  Therefore,  she  contradicts  St.  Paul,  teaches  another  faith,  another 
way  of  justification,  and  so  is  not  the  true  Church.  The  issue  is  directly 
and  squarely  made  between  St.  Paul’s  Church  of  Rome  and  the  Pope’s 
Church  of  Rome.  All  these  are  his  literal  expressions,  taken  from  the 
first  sermon.  Now,  granting  that  all  he  affirms  of  St.  Paul’s  doctrine  is 
true,  what  would  come  of  it  ?  At  most,  that  the  Church  of  Rome,  in  the 
exercise  of  her  private  judgment,  has  given  up  St.  Paul  as  an  unsafe  ex¬ 
pounder  of  Christ’s  truth.  But  would  this  make  her  a  false,  unscriptural 
Church?  Not  at  all,  on  Lutheran  principles.  Her  doctrine  is  couched 
in  the  very  words  of  another  Apostle,  and  divinely  inspired  writer,  St. 
James.  They  are  as  follows  : 

“  What  doth  it  profit,  my  brethren,  though  a  man  say  he  hath  faith  and 
have  no  works  ?  Can  faith  save  him?. . .  .Even  so  faith,  if  it  have  not 
works,  is  dead,  being  alone.  . .  .Thou  believest  that  there  is  one  God  ;  thou 
doest  well;  the  devils  also  believe  and  tremble.  But  wilt  thou  know,  O 
rain  man,  that  faith  without  works  is  dead?  Was  not  Abraham  our 
father  justified  by  works,  when  he  had  offered  Isaac  his  son  upon  the  altar  ? 
Seest  thou  how  faith  wrought  with  his  works,  and  by  .works  was  faith 
made  perfect  ?. . . .  Ye  see  then  how  that  by  works  a  man  is  justified, 
AND  NOT  BY  FAITH  ONLY?”  (St.  James,  chap,  ii.,  vs.  14,  17,  19,  20,  21, 
22,  24.) 

Here  we  have  the  Apostle  giving  out  as  an  article  of  faith  the  Catholic 
doctrine  that  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  so  fiercely  denounces,  and  laying  it 
down  in  the  very  words  the  Lutheran  divine  has  chosen  to  set  forth  her 
wicked  teaching.  May  not  the  Church  of  Rome  be  allowed  (it  is  not 
asking  much)  to  believe  and  profess  what  an  inspired  apostle  teaches  ? 
And  supposing  St.  James  to  contradict  St.  Paul,  as  Lutheranism  taught 
from  the  first  day  it  came  into  the  world,  is  she  not  free  to  accept  one  in 
preference  to  the  other?  To  put  the  worst  face  on  it,  she  only  does  what 
Luther  did,  viz.,  makes  choice  of  one  Apostle  for  teacher,  out  of  two  who 
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St,  Paul,  did  not  Luther  openly  prefer  St.  Paul  to  St.  James?  Did  he 
not  go  farther,  and,  to  exalt  St.  Paul  and  his  doctrine,  cast  St.  James  out 
of  the  Canon  of  Scripture,  and  call  his  epistle,  out  of  contempt,  “  an 
epistle  of  straw,”  unworthy  of  an  Apostle  ?  Did  he  not  add  that  “  he 
(James)  tears  the  Scriptures  to  pieces,  contradicts  St.  Paul  and  all  the 
rest  of  Scripture  ?”  I  know  well  that  the  “  Prefaces,”  which  contain  this 
abominable  language,  at  which  every  Christian  must  shudder,  were  care¬ 
fully  suppressed  by  Lutheran  zeal  in  subsequent  editions.  But  they  came 
to  light  once  more  and  no  Lutheran  editor  now  would  venture  to  conceal 
them.  Walch  has  not  attempted  to  conceal  it;  and  Dr.  Irmischer,  who 
has  published  an  edition  of  Luther’s  Works  in  our  own  day,  was  very  likely 
glad  to  publish  it,  as  a  proof  that  Luther  was  the  true  father  of  modern 
Rationalism.  But  it  would  be  presumption  in  me  to  tell  this  to  Rev.  Dr. 
Greenwald,  who  of  course  has  in  his  library  a  complete  collection  of  the 
writings  of  the  founder  of  his  Church,  has  studied  them  carefully,  and 
could  at  a  moment’s  notice  lay  his  finger  on  the  Prefaces  in  the  editions 
of  either  Halle  or  Erlangen.  But  if  Luther  acted  thus,  so  disrespectfully 
towards  St.  James,  the  Church  of  Rome,  on  the  contrary,  even  if  she  did 
take  sides  with  St.  James  against  St.  Paul,  never  showed  disrespect  or  con¬ 
tempt  for  the  latter.  She  neither  threw  him  out  of  the  Canon,  nor  visited 
himself  and  his  Epistle  with  opprobious  epithets. 

I  have  thus  far  excused  the  Church  of  Rome — supposing  her  to  stand 
up  for  St.  James  against  St.  Paul — on  the  ground  that,  since  a  choice  had 
to  be  made  between  conflicting  teachers,  she  only  exercised  her  right  of 
private  judgment,  and  did  no  more  than  what  Luther  has  done.  But  the 
mere  supposition  is  an  insult  to  her,  as  it  would  be  to  any  Church  that 
professes  Christianity,  or  retains  any  respect  for  God’s  Holy  Word.  She 
is  not  called  on  to  take  sides  between  St.  Paul  and  St.  James,  but  to  bow 
her  head  and  accept  with  equal  reverence  the  teachings  of  both.  St.  Paul 
and  St.  James  do  not  contradict  each  other.  To  admit  it  even  in  thought 
for  a  moment  is  a  horrible  crime.  It  is  blasphemy  against  the  Holy 
Ghost,  who  inspired  both  alike.  Such  wickedness  was  unknown  in  the 
Christian  world  until  the  days  of  Martin  Luther.  The  pretended  contra¬ 
diction  between  the  two  inspired  writers  is  the  work  of  his  disordered 
imagination,  or  something  worse.  St.  Paul  never  said  in  any  of  his 
Epistles  what  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  pretends  of  him,  viz. :  that  we  are 
justified  by  faith  alone.  That  word  alone  never  was  found  in  St.  Paul 
until  Martin  Luther,  with  sacrilegious  hand,  foisted  it  into  the  text,  thereby 
adulterating  the  words  of  inspiration.  St.  Paul  says  (Rom.  iii.  28)  that 
we  are  “justified  by  faith  without  the  works  of  the  law.”  And  so  it  reads 
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in  the  original  Greek,  and  in  every  honest  translation,  Latin,  French,  and 
English,  Eastern  and  Western,  Catholic  and  Protestant.  But  when 
Luther  translated  the  text  into  German,  he  had  the  face  to  add  the  word 
alone  (allein),  and  thus  corrupt  the  Apostle’s  teaching  to  make  it  resemble 
his  own.  In  his  version  it  reads  “  Justified  without  works  of  the  law  by 
faith  alone”  (ohne  des  Gesetzes  Werke  ALLEIN  durch  den  Glauben). 
And  this  shameful  corruption  is  to  be  found  at  this  day  in  all  Gei-man 
Lutheran  Bibles,  even  those  printed  for  dissemination  among  German 
Catholics  and  Methodists  by  the  New  York  Bible  Society,  which  would 
not  tolerate  this  shameful  perversion  in  any  of  its  English  Bibles.  When 
taken  to  task  for  thus  altering  the  sacred  text,  Luther  showed  neither 
shame  nor  compunction,  but  boldly  answered  that  he  had  put  the  allein  in 
his  Bible  “  because  it  so  pleased  him.  He  had  so  willed,  and  that  was 
reason  enough.  He  would  never  change  it ;  there  it  must  stay,  in  spite  of 
all  Popish  asses,  dunces,  mules.  Pope-asses,  daubers,  crazy  saints,  etc.” 
(Sendschreibung  von  Dolmetschen,  in  Luther’s  Works,  Erlangen,  1855, 
vol.  Ixv.,  p.  1 14  et  seqq.)  Such  was  the  elegant  vocabulary  of  the  man 
whom  our  Lutheran  preacher  is  not  ashamed  to  compare  with  St.  Peter ! 
He  (Luther)  added,  with  cynical  impudence,  that  he  only  regretted  not 
having  added  more  words  to  the  text,  so  as  to  make  it  read,  “  By  faith 
alone^  without  any  works  of  any  law.”  [Idid.) 

It  is  therefore  to  a  sacrilegious  forgery  (for  by  what  other  name  can  I 
call  the  fraudulent  introduction  into  an  inspired  writer’s  text  of  words 
which  he  never  used  ?)  that  the  world  is  indebted  for  the  new  doctrine  of 
justification  by  faith  alone !  It  is  not  the  teaching  of  St.  Paul,  nor  the 
faith  of  all  Protestants,  as  Rev.  Dr.  Greenvvald  pretends.  Let  him  preach 
that  doctrine  hereafter  with  good  conscience,  if  he  can ;  and  let  him  con¬ 
tinue  to  abuse  the  Roman  Church  for  not  believing  this  article,  not  found 
in  Scripture  until  it  was  fraudulently  put  there  three  hundred  years  ago,  by 
one  who  not  only  acknowledged,  but  boasted  of  the  forgery. 

I  might  here  retort  in  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald’s  own  words,  and  say  to 
him  :  The  Scripture  teaches  through  St.  James  that  “  man  is  justified  by 
works  and  not  by  faith  alone.”  But  Luther  and  his  disciple  of  Lancaster 
teach,  on  the  contrar)',  that  “man  is  justified  by  faith  alone  without  works.” 
Therefore,  they  directly  contradict  St.  James,  teach  another  faith,  and 
therefore  do  not  belong  to  the  true  Church.  The  issue  is  fair  and  square 
between  the  primitive  Catholic  Church  of  St.  James  at  Jerusalem,  and  the 
modem  churches  of  Wittemberg,  Lancaster  or  elsewhere,  that  prefer  Mar¬ 
tin  Luther  to  an  inspired  Apostle.  Dr.  Greenwald  will  not  venture  to 
deny  that  his  belief  is  a  direct  contradiction  in  terms  of  the  teachino-  of 
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St.  James.  IIow  does  he  reconcile  this  with  his  profession  of  believing 
all  and  only  what  the  Scriptures  teach  ?  If  he  lived  to  the  age  of  Methu¬ 
selah,  he  could  never  give  a  satisfactory  answer. 

But  the  Catholic  Church,  to  whose  care  the  Scriptures  were  entrusted, 
knows  how  to  reconcile  St.  Paul  and  St.  James,  though  Rev.  Dr.  Green- 
wald  and  the  founder  of  his  church  do  not.  Both  apostles  teach  divine 
truth.  St.  Paul  reminds  his  hearers  that  legal  works  do  not  concur  with 
faith  unto  justification,  because  he  is  addressing  principally  Judaizing 
Christians,  who  thought  that  their  observance  of  the  Mosaic  Law  had 
earned  for  them  the  grace  of  embracing  Christianity.  Indirectly  also  he 
reproves  those  Gentile  converts  who  imagined  that  their  keeping  the 
natural  law  had  entitled  them  to  conversion.  But  St.  James  addresses 
Christians  who  did  not  over-estimate  the  Mosaic  Law,  but  rather  under¬ 
valued  the  Christian  Law,  and  thought  faith  was  sufficient  without  works 
— a  kind  of  Lutherans  before  Luther.  Consequently,  he  tells  them  that 
faith  is  good  and  praiseworthy,  but,  if  alone,  does  not  justify.  For  faith 
without  works  is  worthless  and  dead.  The  Church,  as  in  duty  bound, 
accepts  both  teachings,  and  reconciles  them  for  her  children  by  saying, 
that  we  are  justified,  indeed,  by  faith ;  yet  not  by  mere  faith,  but  by 
faith  working  through  charity,  as  both  Apostles  teach  (Gal.  v.  6  ;  James 
ii.  22).  For  faith  alone,  or  mere  faith,  may  be  found  in  bad  men,  as  it  is 
in  the  devils ;  but  they  are  not  justified  thereby.  The  learned  Presby¬ 
terian  commentator.  Dr.  McKnight,  thus  paraphrases  the  three  verses  (22, 
24,  and  26,  of  James  ii.)  - 

“  Verse  22.  In  this  instance  (of  Abraham)  thou  seest  that  his  faith  only 
co-operated  with  his  works  in  procuring  him  the  blessing  of  justification ; 
and  that  by  hiS  works  relating  to  the  offering  of  Isaac,  his  faith  was  ren¬ 
dered  complete. 

“Verse  24.  Wherefore,  from  Moses  ascribing  the  justification  of  Abra¬ 
ham  to  the  work  of  offering  up  Isaac,  ye  see  that  by  works  proceeding 
fx'om  faith  a  man  is  justified,  and  not  by  faith  without  works, 

“  Verse  26.  In  no  way  but  by  faith  accompanied  with  works  can  any 
one  be  justified.  For  as  the  body  without  the  soul,  though  a  real  body,  is 
a  dead  carcass,  incapable  either  of  action  or  of  enjoyment ;  so  also  faith 
without  works,  though  a  real  assent  of  the  understanding,  is  dead — hath 
no  power  to  procure  justification.” 

And  yet  Rev.  Dr,  Greenwald  saddles  the  whole  Protestant  world  (as 
his  patriarch  did  to  St.  Paul)  with  the  Lutheran  dogma,  that  we  are  “  not 
justified  by  works,  nor  by  the  working  of  faith,  but  by  faith  only,  without 
works !”  Let  him  begin  to  study  Catholic  doctrine  and  Protestant  doc- 
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trine  likewise,  that  he  may  learn  not  to  confound  the  latter  with  Luther¬ 
anism.  I  might  ask  him  further  to  explain  how  is  it,  that  the  Augsburg 
Confession,  which  is  his  rule  of  faith,  in  its  first  edition  professed  to  con¬ 
tain  “  nothing  at  variance  with  the  doctrine  of  Scripture,  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  or  of  the  Roman  Church  !”  See  the  Confession  itself,  in  Latin 
and  German,  in  Bretschneider’s  Corpus  Reformatorum.  Hall.e,  1858, 
Vol.  xxvi.,  pp.  290,  581.  Whom  are  we  to  believe,  the  Lutheran  divine 
of  Lancaster,  or  the  rule  of  faith  given  to  his  Church  by  its  founders, 
Luther  and  Melanchthon  ? 

The  Rev.  preacher  adds  further  that  ‘‘  the  Pope  of  Rome  teaches  that 
man  can  obtain  remission  of  his  sins  by  his  own  merits.”  It  is  hard  even 
for  an  outsider  to  restrain  himself  from  qualifying  this  assertion  by  its 
proper  name.  Can  he  give  the  name  of  any  Pope,  theologian,  or  other 
writer  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,  who  has  ever  taught,  or  now 
teaches,  such  false,  blasphemous  doctrine  ?  He  cannot  ;  for  no  Catholic, 
be  he  Pontiff,  priest,  or  -layman,  would  dare  thus  to  contradict  the  well- 
known  and  solemnly  defined  doctrine  of  the  Church.  She  teaches  that 
no  sinner  can  be  saved  except  through  repentance,  and  this  repentance  is 
God’s  gracious  gift.  Therefore,  “  our  sins  are  gratuitously  forgiven  us 
(not  by  our  own  merits,  but)  by  the  divine  mercy  for  the  sake  of  Christ.” 
(Council  of  Trent,  Sess.  VI.,  Ch.  9).  And  this  forgiveness  is  made 
known  by  a  visible  sign.  For  when  the  sinner  is  truly  penitent,  the 
words  of  absolution  are  pronounced  over  him  by  the  Church,  in  virtue 
of  the  divine  commission.  “  Whosesoever  sins  ye  remit,  they  are  remitted 
unto  them”  (John  xx.  23).  And,  says  Bishop  Pearson,  “To  deny  the 
Church  this  power  of  absolution,  is  the  heresy  of  Novatian.”  If  the  Rev. 
gentleman  does  not  know  what  the  Pope’s  doctrine  is,  why  does  he  at¬ 
tempt  to  state  it  ?  if  he  does  know,  why  does  he  mistate  it  so  atrociously  ? 
Or  is  the  Pope  such  an  outlawed  monster,  so  little  entitled  to  Chris¬ 
tian  justice  or  Christian  charity,  that  it  matters  not  whether  what  is  said 
against  him  be  true  or  false,  provided  it  make  him  hateful  in  the  eyes  of 
our  Lutheran  brethren  ?  I  hope  this  was  not  Rev.  Dr.  G.’s  intention  ;  if 
it  were,  I  know  that  there  are  many  honest  members  of  his  congregation 
who  would  resent  the  low  estimate  he  seems  to  put  on  their  love  of  truth 
and  fair  play. 


SERMON  III. 


In  his  third  sermon,  headed  the  “Claims  of  Rome,”  Rev.  Dr.  Green- 
wald  attacks,  in  detail,  sundry  doctrines  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church. 
But  in  this  attack,  I  do  not  see  anything  that  is  not  far  below  the  fairness 
and  intelligence  of  the  average  dealer  in  sectarian  controversy,  though  this 
is  judging  him  by  no  high  standard.  In  the  art  of  substituting  abuse  and 
vituperation  for  argument,  and  in  the  cunning  which  decks  out  platitudes 
with  high-sounding  words,  he  is  no  mean  proficient;  but  he  is  evidently 
either  unable  or  unwilling  to  lay  down  correctly  his  own  doctrines  or 
those  of  other  Protestants,  or  of  those  with  whom  he  has  his  present 
quarrel.  I  shall  endeavor  to  correct  a  few  of  his  mistakes  (to  call  them 
by  a  mild  name),  on  points  both  of  Protestant  and  of  Catholic  doctrine. 

THE  APOCRYPHAL  BOOKS. 

He  begins  with  what  he  calls  the  “Apocrypha,”  and  reproaches  the 
Council  of  Trent  with  “placing  the  Apocryphal  books  on  an  equality  with 
the  inspired  Word  of  God.”  It  would  seem  actually  impossible  for  him 
to  make  a  statement  in  accurate  and  fair  terms.  P'or  here,  in  merely 
stating  the  case,  he  adroitly  misleads  and  begs  the  whole  question,  by 
quickly  assuming  what  was  to  be  proved.  If  he  were  compelled  to  put 
his  reasoning  into  proper  shape,  it  would  run  thus  :  “  The  Church  of  Rome 
has  placed  on  an  equality  with  what  is  universally  admitted  as  the  inspired 
Word,  certain  other  books  which  she  considers  equally  inspired.  But 
Martin  Luther,  and  my  little  text-book,  and  I,  and  others,  think  these  apoc¬ 
ryphal  instead  of  inspired.  Therefore,  the  Church  of  Rome,  through  the 
Council  of  Trent,  has  put  apocryphal  books  on  a  footing  with  the  inspired 
Word.”  Quite  a  logical  deduction  !  Does  he  know  that  the  books  in 
question  are  Apocryphal  ?  No ;  he  only  thinks  so.  But  the  Church  of 
Rome  thinks  differently;  and,  to  say  the  least,  her  opinions  must  outweigh 
the  opinion  of  himself  and  Luther,  and  all  other  moderns,  who  reject  the 
books  mentioned.  She  is  older  than  they  all,  and  held  these  writings  for 
inspired  full  fifteen  centuries  before  Luther  was  born.  Hosts  of  the  early 
fathers  appeal  to  their  authority,  and  quote  them  as  “  Scripture,”  as  “  Pro¬ 
phetic  Books,”  as  the  “  Word  of  God,”  The  Greek  and  other  Eastern 
churches,  the  Syrian,  Armenian,  Chaldean,  Ethiopian,  etc.,  some  of 
which  have  been  separated  from  the  Roman  Church  by  heresy  for  almost 
fifteen  hundred  years,  all  with  one  accord  recognized  from  the  beginning, 
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and  recognize  at  this  day,  the  books  in  question  as  God’s  inspired  Word. 
Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  probably  does  not  know  (for  it  is  not  likely  his  text¬ 
book  would  mention  such  a  thing)  that  more  than  two  hundred  years  ago 
the  theologians  of  his  Church,  presuming  on  the  hostility  of  the  Eastern 
Churches  against  Rome,  tried  to  foist  on  them  the  new  Scripture  Canon  of 
Wittenberg,  and  were  met  repeatedly  with  denunciation  and  official  con¬ 
demnation  of  the  Lutheran  error  on  this  point.  “  We  do  not  agree  with 
Rome  in  everything,”  they  answered,  “  but  we  will  not  on  that  account 
deny  God’s  Word,  as  the  Lutherans  do.  Rome’s  Canon  of  Scripture  is 
sacred.  It  was  hers,  and  ours,  too,  from  the  beginning  of  the  Church  ; 
and  let  him  who  denies  it  be  anathema."  Is  it  to  be  wondered  at  that  the 
Roman  Church  should  regard  such  ancient  and  universal  consent  of  all  the 
Churches  as  a  proof  of  tradition  dating  from  the  Apostles  ? 

“  But,”  says  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald,  “  these  books  are  not  quoted  by  Christ 
and  His  Apostles.”  Even  were  this  true,  it  would  prove  nothing;  for  not 
all  the  inspired  books  of  the  Old  Testament  have  been  quoted  by  our  Lord 
and  His  Apostles.  But  it  is  not  true.  Far  abler  critics  than  Dr.  Green¬ 
wald  have  discovered,  in  many  places  of  the  New  Testament,  what  may 
be  called  indirect  quotation,  that  is,  references  to  the  Books  of  Tobias,  Wis¬ 
dom,  iNIacchabees,  etc.  Rev.  Dr.  MacKnight,  in  his  commentary  on  the 
Epistles,  recognizes  in  the  Epistle  to  Hebrews  alone  more  than  one  refer¬ 
ence  to  Macchabees. 

But  why  should  I  pursue  the  subject?  Even  granting  that  Rome  igno¬ 
rantly  or  wickedly  mistakes  false  for  true  Scripture,  and  puts  it  on  an 
equal  footing  in  her  Bible,  whom  does  she  harm  ?  or  of  what  can  Dr.  Green¬ 
wald  complain?  She  has  neither  the  inclination  nor  the  power  to  force 
Protestants  to  read  her  Bible.  And  as  to  her  own  children,  who  is 
readier  to  propagate  the  conventional  Protestant  conceit  than  Dr.  Green¬ 
wald,  that  it  is  for  them  a  sealed,  unknown  book,  which  she  forbids  them 
to  read,  and  keeps  out  of  their  sight  to  the  best  of  her  power  ?  Instead  of 
his  abuse,  she  deserves  his  thanks  for  keeping  her  false  Scriptures  out  of 
their  hands.  Who  then  is  hurt  by  her  action  ?  No  one,  either  outside  or 
inside  of  her  pale.  Then  why  complain  ?  The  Rev.  preacher,  it  would 
seem,  can  forget  his  stereotyped  theories  whenever  it  suits  his  purpose. 

ORAL  TRADITION. 

Dr.  Greenwald  next  rebukes  the  Church  of  Rome  for  putting  oral  tra¬ 
dition,  as  he  calls  it,  on  a  par  with  the  Word  of  God.  But  he  carefully 
forgot  to  add  that  her  reason  for  so  doing  is,  because  she  believes  that  tradi¬ 
tion  is  God’s  unwritten  Word;  and  His  Word,  whether  written  or  unwrit- 
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ten,  is  always  one,  and,  in  both  cases,  entitled  to  the  same  veneration.  For 
example,  the  words  of  our  Lord,  “  It  is  more  blessed  to  give  than  to  re¬ 
ceive,”  were  known  only  from  tradition,  until  they  come  to  be  recorded  in 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  (xx.  35).  But  during  the  entire  period  (say  a  third 
of  a  century),  which  intervened  between  Christ’s  speaking  them,  and  the 
disciple’s  putting  them  on  paper,  they  were  held  by  all  as  precious  and  as  * 
divine  as  if  they  had  been  immediately  registered  by  the  Evangelists.  And 
this  fact  clearly  shows  that  there  were  many  of  Christ’s  unwritten  words, 
that  were  treasured  up  in  the  minds  of  the  Apostles,  and  used  by  them, 
when  occasion  called  for  it.  It  is  certain,  from  the  testimony  of  St.  John, 
that  a  great  part  of  our  Lord’s  life  on  earth  has  remained  unwritten.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  forty  days  before  His  ascension.  He  was  frequently  in  the  company 
of  His  Apostles,  conversing  with  them  about  “  the  things  pertaining  to  the 
kingdom  of  God”  (Acts  i.  3),  which  they  were  to  be  His  agents  in  found¬ 
ing  upon  earth.  And  of  that  precious  store  of  instruction,  not  a  syllable 
has  come  down  to  us  from  inspired  sources  !  Yet,  it  must  have  contained 
most  essential  truths  relative  to  the  constitution  and  fundamental  disci¬ 
pline  of  the  Christian  Church.  And  has  all  this  been  lost  to  His  followers  ? 
By  no  means.  One  of  the  chief  objects  of  the  coming  down  of  the  Holy 
Ghost  was  to  revive  and  fix  indelibly  in  their  memory  the  many  teachings 
of  our  Lord  (John  xiv.  26),  some  of  which  they  had  misunderstood,  some 
they  had  forgotten  through  human  infirmity.  Of  this  body  of  doctrine 
some  was  to  be  written  for  edification,  some  was  to  remain  unwritten,  to 
be  used  as  occasion  required, and  to  be  transmitted  by  word  of  mouth  from 
the  Apostles  to  their  successors.  And  this  is  what  the  Roman  Church 
means  by  tradition  or  the  unwritten  Word,  viz.:  Christ’s  teaching  not 
recorded  in  books,  but  faithfully  preserved  in  the  memory  of  the  Apostles, 
and  by  them  delivered  to  the  Church  in  their  preaching  and  teaching. 
He  is  no  Christian  who  will  refuse  to  acknowledge  that  it  is  in  holiness 
and  authority  fully  equal  to  the  written  Word.  To  say  that  tradition  is 
superior  to  the  written  Y/ord  is  blasphemy;  to  say,  as  Dr.  G  does,  that 
such  is  the  belief  of  the  Roman  Church,*  is  shameless  slander. 

ORIGINAL  SIN. 

Dr.  Greenwald  tries  (how  honestly  let  himself  decide)  to  fasten  on  the 
Church  of  Rome  this  definition  of  original  sin :  “An  inborn  weakness  of 
nature.”  Such  definition  is  not  of  her  making,  nor  is  it  to  be  found  in 
her  standards  of  faith,  as  far  as  I  know  them.  No  “  inborn  weakness  of 
nature”  can  subject  mankind  to  pains  and  penalties,  or  require  baptism, 


*  See  Report  of  Third  Sermon  in  Lancaster  Examiner. 
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even  in  infants,  for  its  forgiveness.  Nothing  but  sin  needs  to  be  forgiven. 
How  it  differs  from  actual  sin,  with  which  evidently  it  cannot  be  con¬ 
founded,  and  in  what  its  guilt  consists — for  guilt  of  some  kind  there  must 
be — are  questions  which  the  Roman  Church  very  wisely  abstains  from  de¬ 
fining,  since  Holy  Scripture  has  not  defined  them.  She  allows  her  theo¬ 
logians  great  liberty  in  explaining  these  matters ;  but  such  explanations 
she  neither  approves  nor  condemns,  so  long  as  they  leave  the  doctrine  un¬ 
touched.  Her  teaching,  and  the  explanation  of  it  by  her  divines,  are  far 
more  intelligible  and  rational,  far  less  repugnant  to  divine  justice  and 
mercy,  far  less  degrading  to  our  human  nature,  than  the  systems  of  orig¬ 
inal  sin  invented  by  Luther  and  others,  which  are  so  false  and  silly  that 
they  expose  Christianity  to  the  scoffs  of  unbelievers,  and  the  not  groundless 
objections  of  rational  philosophy.  They  have  the  face  to  teach  that  by 
Adam’s  sin,  human  nature  has  become  so  perverted  and  depraved,  that  it  is 
now  totally  corrupt,  incapable  of  any  good,  sinning  even  in  good  works ;  that 
this  corruption — not  sinfulness,  but  actual  sin — remains  even  in  the  Chris¬ 
tian  regenerated  by  baptism.  Even  when  he  is  justified  by  faith,  it  is  not 
removed,  but  only  covered  up  by  a  fraudulent  imputation  of  Christ’s  jus¬ 
tice.  It  has  so  altered  the  whole  nature  of  man,  that  he  no  longer  pos¬ 
sesses  free-will,  but  is  the  slave  of  necessity.  Human  nature  is  nothing 
more  than  a  horse  (I  use  Luther’s  own  comparison)  ridden  either  by  God 
or  by  the  devil,  and  driven,  without  any  will  of  its  own,  whichever  way 
the  rider  may  choose.  Whether  Dr.  Greenwald  preaches  this  atrocious 
doctrine  of  his  founder  or  not,  I  cannot  say ;  but  I  know  well  that  more 
than  half  the  Lutheran  theologians  of  modern  Germany  have  become  so 
disgusted  by  these  absurdities,  that  they  have  come  to  deny  the  very 
doctrine  itself  of  original  sin,  holding  it  and  many  other  doctrines  of 
Scripture  to  be  mere  fables,  as  unworthy  of  belief  as  the  metamorphoses 
of  Ovid. 

JUSTIFICATION  AGAIN. 

Dr.  G.  comes  back  once  more  to  Justification,  on  which  subject  I  have 
touched  already.  I  can  only  admire  his  boldness  in  again  insisting  that 
“the  true  doctrine,”  as  he  calls  the  Lutheran — a  doctrine  not  found  in  St. 
Paul,  but  unscrupulously  thrust  into  his  text  by  Luther,  as  he  himself  con¬ 
fesses — “  is  the  doctrine  of  Christ,  of  Paul,  of  Peter,  of  all  the  Apostles.” 
What  ?  of  James,  too,  whose  identical  words  Dr.  G.  had  to  borrow,  in 
order  to  state  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Rome?  Growing  bolder 
still,  he  says,  “  It  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Fathers,  of  the  primitive  Church, 
of  all  who  hold  the  true  faith  of  the  Gospel.”  If  it  be  the  “  doctrine  of 
the  Fathers,”  why  did  Luther  (Pref.  to  Transl.  of  Ep.  to  Romans)  warn 
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his  followers  that,  to  understand  properly  St.  Paul’s  doctrine  on  Justifica¬ 
tion,  they  must  pay  no  attention  to  the  way  in  which  the  Ambroses,  Au- 
gustines,  and  the  rest  of  the  Fathers,  and  others  even  higher  still  (evi¬ 
dently  a  slap  meant  for  St.  James!)  had  understood  and  explained  St. 
Paul’s  theory  of  justification  ?  And  if  he  can  answer  this  question,  I  will 
ask  him  further  to  explain  how  is  it,  that  his  Creed  of  Augsburg  professes 
to  teach  no  other  doctrine  on  justification  than  that  of  the  Catholic  Church 
and  the  Roman  Church  itself — though  both  Luther  and  Dr.  Greenwald 
tell  us  that  such  doctrine  had  been  long  buried  under  the  rubbish  with 
which  the  Church  of  Rome  had  hidden  from  view,  for  so  many  ages,  the 
pure  Gospel  of  Christ.  It  would  take  the  Seven  Sages  of  Greece,  and 
seventy  times  seven  Lutheran  conferences,  to  give  a  satisfactory  answer  to 
either  question.  We  have  here  three  witnesses,  and  one  or  more  of  them 
is  evidently  not  telling  the  truth.  Respect  for  the  living  compels  us  to 
throw  back  the  charge  upon  the  dead.  Let  Luther  and  the  compiler  of 
the  Augsburg  Confession  settle  it  between  them. 

PRIESTLY  ABSOLUTION. 

In  attacking  the  teaching  of  the  Roman  Church  on  the  forgiveness  of 
sins,  the  Reverend  gentleman  starts  out  with  the  bold  saying,  “  No  one 
has  a  right  to  forgive  sin  but  God  only.”  Now,  no  doubt,  there  is  a  sense 
in  which  this  proposition  contains  truth,  and  such  truth  has  been  pro¬ 
claimed  by  the  Church  of  Christ  for  the  last  eighteen  hundred  year's  and 
more.  But  in  the  bald,  naked  form,  in  which  this  pretended  axiom  is 
'  presented,  and  especially  in  the  traditional  sense  intended  by  Dr.  Green¬ 
wald,  it  contains  only  ugly  words,  little  becoming  the  mouth  of  a  Chris¬ 
tian.  The  words  are  no  novelty  to  one  who  has  read  the  New  Testament. 
He  will  remember  having  heard  them  before,  but  never  froih  a  Christian 
mouth.  The  first  time  they  ever  resounded  on  earth,  was  from  the  lips  of 
wicked  Jews,  enemies  of  Christ,  who  hated  Him  and  persecuted  His  doc¬ 
trine,  and  called  Him  a  blasphemer,  for  presuming  to  forgive  sins  (Mark 
ii.  6;  Luke  v.  21).  From  that  day,  those  hateful  words  were  never  heard 
on  Christian  lips  until  the  sixteenth  century,  when  they  were  uttered  once 
more  by  proud  and  sensual  men,  who  pretended  that  they  had  a  mission 
to  reform  Christ’s  Church  and  doctrine,  against  which  the  gates  of  hell 
had  prevailed.  But  our  Lord  rebuked  the  first  authors  of  this  saying,  by 
a  miracle,  and  took  special  pains  to  make  known  that  He  wrought  it  to 
show  “  that  the  Son  of  Man  had  power  on  ectrth  to  forgive  sins.”  And 
these  significant  words,  “  son  of  man,”  and  “on  earth,”  have  been  care¬ 
fully  preserved  by  every  Evangelist  who  has  mentioned  the  miracle  (Matt. 
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ix.  6;  Mark  ii.  lo;  Luke  v.  24).  He  would  have  us  learn  that  even  as 
Son  of  man  He  exercised  this  power,  and  intended  it  should  be  exercised 
by  men  on  earth,  as  His  visible  representatives. 

But  is  not  the  power  of  forgiving  sins  a  divine  power,  belonging  to  God 
alone  ?  Unquestionably,  if  to  the  words  “  God  alone”  you  add  these 
others  “  by  inherent  right.”  So  too,  the  power  of  working  miracles  is 
God’s  only  by  inherent  right ;  for,  it  presupposes  omnipotence.  But  as 
God  may  and  does,  out  of  infinite  condescension,  make  His  friends.  His 
Apostles  and  Saints,  sharers  with  Him  in  the  exercise  of  His  omnipotence, 
when  they  work  miracles  in  the  order  of  nature ;  so,  too.  He  may  and 
does,  out  of  the  same  infinite  condescension,  make  His  chosen  servants 
and  ministers  co-workers  with  Him  in  the  exercise  of  His  divine  power, 
when  they  work  miracles  in  the  order  of  grace.  If  the  sacrament  of  bap¬ 
tism  works  remission  of  original  and  actual  sin  (as  Lutherans  once  be¬ 
lieved),  what  difficulty  is  there  in  believing  that  the  sacrament  of  penance, 
as  the  Roman  Church  calls  priestly  absolution,  may  work  remission  of 
sins  in  the  truly  contrite  sinner,  who  applies  to  the  Church  for  this  bless¬ 
ing?  And  to  deny  the  Church  this  power  of  absolution  is  nothing  short 
of  heresy,  as  Bishop  Pearson  says  in  his  Exposition  of  the  Apostles’ 
Creed. 

That  men,  who  are  priests,  or  legitimate  ministers  of  Christ,  may  for¬ 
give  sins,  is  plain  from  His  own  words  (John  xx.  22,  23),  when  He 
breathed  into  them  His  Holy  Spirit,  that  they  might  receive  power  to  for¬ 
give  sins,  or  to  retain  them,  that  is,  refuse  forgiveness.  To  forgive,  and 
still  more,  to  retain  sins,  is  a  judicial  act,  and  presupposes  judicial  investi¬ 
gation  of  some  kind.  The  sinner  professing  repentance  and  seeking  ab¬ 
solution,  is  the  only  witness,  and  he  must  be  heard.  This  involves  con¬ 
fession  ;  otherwise  the  right  of  according,  and  yet  more  of  withholding 
forgiveness,  could  not  be  properly  or  safely  exercised.  This  is  no  “griev¬ 
ous  burden”  to  him  who  sincerely  longs  to  shake  off  the  far  heavier  bur¬ 
den  under  which  he  groans.  To  the  good,  well-disposed  Christian  it  is 
very  light;  to  him  who  is  heavy-laden  with  sin,  the  hardship,  such  as  it  is, 
is  only  a  portion  of  the  wholesome  process  of  expiation  he  must  undergo. 
Nor  is  the  confessional  calculated  “  to  do  violence  to  the  modesty  of  vir¬ 
tue,”  as  he  says;  for  he  could  not  let  slip  the  chance  of  making  this  foul, 
unworthy  insinuation.  In  another  report"*  I  find  added  “  The  confes¬ 
sional  in  the  Romish  Church  is  a  dark  and  polluted  chapter  on  the  pages 
of  history.”  Omnia  mnnda  mimdis\  but  the  carnal  man  is  no  judge  of 
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spiritual  things.  lie  gauges  them  by  his  own  paltry  measure.  The  in¬ 
fidel  extracts  filth  and  pollution  from  the  Bible;  the  old  Pagans  discov¬ 
ered  abominations  in  the  holiest  of  Christian  mysteries  ;  and  writers 
against  the  confessional,  who  are  generally  apostate  priests — nasty  weeds 
plucked  up  from  the  Pope’s  garden  and  cast  out  of  his  enclosure — delight 
in  appealing  to  the  worst  passions  of  those  who  give  them  a  welcome  by 
tales  of  the  confessional  drawn  from  their  own  filthy  imaginations.  For, 
as  a  class,  they  are  abandoned  men  and  slaves  of  sensuality.  Rev.  Dr. 
Greenwald  seems  to  have  dipped  into  this  low  literature,  to  have  relished 
it  hugely,  and  to  have  become  at  last  imbued  with  its  spirit.  Let  him  be 
cautious;  and,  though  he  think  it  no  harm  whether  he  state  the  abstract 
doctrines  of  the  Roman  Church  correctly  or  not,  let  him  beware  of  assail¬ 
ing  the  holiness  of  her  sacraments,  and  the  moral  purity  of  institutions, 
which  she  claims  to  have  received  from  the  Apostles.  Let  him  have  some 
concern  for  the  honor  of  his  own  Church,  nor  provoke  comparisons  be¬ 
tween  the  purity  of  German  morals  in  the  days  of  the  confessional,  and 
the  years  that  followed  Luther’s  abolition  of  the  confessional.  The  testi¬ 
mony  of  the  great  Reformer  himself  is  enough  to  make  a  Christian’s  hair 
stand  upon  his  head.  The  groans,  lamentations,  invectives  and  curses,  in 
which  he  vented  his  grief,  and  shame,  and  wrath  at  the  excess  of  immor¬ 
ality  that  had  come  of  his  Reformation,  would  fill  a  large  volume.  Does 
not  the  Reverend  gentleman  know,  that  when  Lutheran  magistrates, 
shocked  and  terrified  by  the  licentiousness  that  was  daily  growing  in  Ger¬ 
many,  as  by  Luther  reformed,  looked  about  them  for  some  remedy,  the 
first  and  best  that  occurred  to  them  was  the  restoration  of  the  confes¬ 
sional  by  imperial  authority  ?  As  if  those  godly  sinners,  who  had  been 
justified  by  faith  alone  to  the  exclusion  of  good  works,  and  had  once 
tasted  the  sweets  of  Gospel  liberty,  could  ever  again  submit  to  such  gall¬ 
ing  restraint ! 

And  to  say  something  of  that  special  virtue,  which  Dr.  G.  would  have 
us  believe  is  most  endangered  by  the  confessional,  T  might  adduce  the 
words  of  the  well-known  Janies  Anthony  Froude,  who,  in  accounting  for 
the  extraordinary  increase  of  the  Irish  in  America,  attributes  it  to  the  fact 
that  “they  preserve  here  the  abstinence  from  sexual  vice,  which  distin¬ 
guishes  them  so  honorably  at  home.”*  That  for  this  “honorable  distinc¬ 
tion”  they  are  indebted  to  the  confessional,  is  admitted  on  all  sides.  But 
having  to  deal  with  a  Lutheran  minister,  I  prefer  to  offer  for  his  consider- 

*  Article  by  J.  A.  Froude,  in  North  American  Review  for  December,  1879.  This  tes¬ 
timony  is  the  more  important,  as  it  proceeds  from  an  habitual  reviler  of  the  Irish  race, 
and  a  bitter  enemy  of  their  religion. 
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ation  a  little  fact  which  rests  exclusively,  I  believe,  on  Lutheran  testimony. 
Near  the  coast  of  the  German  Ocean,  in  the  old  Duchy  of  Holstein,  lies 
a  small  tract  of  country  known  as  Dithmarsh.  It  has  an  interesting  little 
history  of  its  own,  and  its  quaint  idiom  or  dialect  of  German  is  so  peculiar, 
that  even  wdthin  its  narrow  borders,  those  of  the  southern  portion  cannot 
well  understand  their  northern  neighbors.*  ^  Whether  the  face  of  the  land 
be  fair  with  the  beauty  of  nature,  I  cannot  say,  having  never  set  foot  upon 
its  soil,  though  I  have  traveled  in  its  neighborhood.  It  is  only  too  likely 
that  it  is  no  exception  to  the  whole  flat,  sandy  or  marshy  region,  that  ad¬ 
joins  the  North  Sea  beyond  the  Weser  and  the  Elbe.  But,  whatever  its 
natural  aspect,  I  know  that  once  it  possessed  a  beauty  and  loveliness, 
compared  with  which  Nature,  in  her  gayest  and  most  romantic  mood,  is 
dreary  and  repulsive.  In  the  religious  and  moral  point  of  view,  it  was 
Fairy  Land,  a  Paradise  on  earth.  And  among  the  many  virtues  for  which 
Dithmarschen  was  praised,  the  chastity  of  its  women  shone  brightest  of  all. 
That  any  of  its  maidens  should  part  with  her  virtue  and  good  name  was 
unheard  of.  If  it  ever  happened,  the  occurence  was  so  rare  that  it  threw 
the  whole  community  into  confusion,  as  would  pestilence,  hostile  invasion, 
or  any  other  unforeseen  disaster.  A  bloody  family  feud  would  grow  out  of 
the  offence.  The  guilty  woman  would  be  slain  by  her  incensed  relatives, 
or,  unable  to  survive  her  shame,  would  perish  by  her  own  hand.  The 
reputation  of  its  women  for  purity  of  life  was  such,  that  amongst  its  neigh¬ 
bors  it  was  commonly  known  as  ‘‘  Marienland,”  or  the  land  of  Mary.  All 
this  was  in  the  days  of  the  confessional,  down  to  the  very  period  of  the 
Reformation.  When  Lutheranism,  as  everywhere  else,  was  imposed  by 
force  on  the  reluctant  Dithmarschians,  the  name  of  Alarieyiland  lost  its 
meaning,  and  was  soon  forgotten.  The  old  faith  was  driven  out,  and  with 
it  went  man’s  reverence  for  woman,  and  woman’s  reverence  for  the  virtue 
that  most  adorns  her  sex.  In  1532  the  new  religion  abolished  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  confession  in  Dithmarschen,  and  nine  years  after,  in  1541,  Nicholas 
Bose,  one  of  the  preachers,  by  whose  labors  the  new  gospel  had  been  in¬ 
troduced,  tells  the  world  the  results  :  “  Public  crimes,  and  above  all,  un¬ 
chastity  and  adultery,  and  intolerable,  heathenish,  Jewish,  Turkish  grind¬ 
ing  of  the  poor  by  usury  had  increased,  and  were  increasing  to  such  a 
degree,  that  no  preaching,  teaching,  exhorting,  or  threatening  from  the 
pulpit,  was  of  any  avail.”  Most  of  all,  he  complains  of  the  growth  of 
adultery,  which  had  become  so  common  and  shameless,  that  men  openly 

♦See  the  Lutheran  Pastor  Harms,  in  his  Preface  to  Quickborn,  a  collection  of 
poems  in  the  northern  dialect  of  Dithmarschen,  by  Klaus  Groth,  Hamburg,  1864. 


abandoned  their  wives,  and  took  up  with  strange  women.  The  number 
of  unmarried  mothers  grew  to  such  a  shocking  excess,  that  in  one  parish 
there  were  twenty-two,  in  another  twenty-six,  in  another  even  forty,  all  in 
the  course  of  one  year  !  In  vain  did  preachers  talk  from  the  pulpit,  in 
vain  did  the  prince  issue  edicts,  against  the  licentious  life  of  the  new  con¬ 
verts.  *  They  were  so  happy  in  their  freedom  from  the  restraints  of  the 
confessional,  and  relished  so  well  the  comfortable  doctrine  of  “justification 
by  faith  alone  without  good  works,”  that,  as  the  Duke  says  in  one  of  his 
edicts,  they  no  longer  considered  that  there  was  anything  wrong  or  shame¬ 
ful  in  adultery.  Thus,  by  the  abolition  of  the  confessional,  was  Dith- 
marschen  thoroughly  Lutheranized  ;  and  thus,  from  being  Marienland ^  the 
enviable  home  of  maidenly  and  conjugal  chastity,  it  was  changed  into  the 
most  rotten  plague-spot  of  Lutheran  Germany,  f  I  could  add,  not  figura¬ 
tively,  but  literally,  full  a  hundred  other  examples  from  the  history  of  that 
country,  and  from  the  confessions  of  the  very  men  who  converted  it  to 
Luther’s  doctrines.  Let  Dr.  G.,  therefore,  for  the  honor  of  his  religion  and 
its  birth-place,  say  no  more  about  the  immorality  of  the  confessional,  its 
doing  violence  to  modesty,  its  being  a  dark  and  polluted  chapter  in  the 
pages  of  history. 

THE  SACRIFICE  OF  THE  MASS. 

Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald,  after  giving  in  quotation  marks  (but  without 
citing  any  authority),  the  doctrine  of  the  Roman  Church  on  the  sacrifice  of 
the  mass,  confidently  adds :  “  Now  we  deny  this  whole  thing  in  toto.'** 

What  his  denials  in  toto  or  in  parte  amount  to,  may  be  estimated  from  his 
denying  that  any  other  doctrine  of  justification,  except  the  Lutheran,  was 
taught  by  Christ  or  his  Apostles — and  then  having  to  adopt  the  very  words 
of  St.  James  and  his  teaching  in  order  to  express  Rome’s  theory  of  justifi¬ 
cation.  In  the  present  case,  to  make  out  an  opposition  between  the 
Roman  Church  and  Scripture,  he  is  driven  to  the  pitiful  shift  of  quoting 
the  Holy  Book  incorrectly.  “  .St.  Paul  (he  says)  expressly  declares  :  We 
are  sanctified  through  the  offering  of  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ  ‘  once  for 
all.’  ”  And  again,  “  The  Word  of  God  says  that  Christ  was  offered  ‘once 
for  all ;’  Rome  says  no.”  Where  did  he  find  that  ‘  once  FOR  ALL  ?’  Not 
in  Luther,  for  he  translates  the  passage  (Heb.  x.  lo)  honestly.  Not  in 
the  Greek  text  of  St.  Paul,  for  it  is  not  to  be  found  there.  Where,  then  ? 

*The  title  of  one  of  these  edicts  is  a  sufficient  clew  to  its  contents  :  “  Gegen  das  gar 

zu  sehr  eingenssene  Laster  der  Hurerei.” 

f  See  Dollinger:  Die  Reformation.  Regensburg,  1848,  Vol.  II.,  pp.  449-451,  where  the 
documents  are  given  from  Nikolaus  Bose,  Neocorus,  Hanssen  and  Wolf:  Chronik.  de« 
Landes  Ditmarsen,  etc. 
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In  King  James’s  version,  in  which  the  two  last  words  were  added  by 
sectarian  bias  against  the  Eucharistic  Sacrifice.  The  Greek  word 
[ephapax)  occurs  several  times  elsewhere  in  the  New  Testament  (Rom.  vi. 
lo;  Heb.  vii.  27,  ix,  12),  and  has  always  been  rendered  by  its  true  mean¬ 
ing,  once ;  but  in  Heb.  x.  10  the  words  for  all  have  been  added  for  a 
sectarian  purpose.  If  Dr.  Greenwald  wishes  to  fight  with  Scripture 
weapons,  let  him  give  his  congregation  genuine,  not  adulterated.  Scripture. 
But  even  admitting  his  form  of  the  text  to  be  correct,  it  does  not  contra¬ 
dict  the  doctrine  of  the  Roman  Church.  For  she  teaches  that  the  sacrifice 
of  the  Eucharist  is  identical  with  the  sacrifice  of  Calvary,  though  the 
manner  of  offering  be  not  the  same,  the  former  being  unbloody.  But  the 
victim  is  the  same ;  the  High  Priest  is  the  same,  who  continues  to  repre¬ 
sent  and  renew  mystically  every  day  the  bloody  sacrifice  once  offered. 
And  this  is  quite  conformable  to  the  doctrine  of  St.  Paul,  who  teaches  that 
Christ  is  a  High  Priest,  not  once,  but  forever,  and  that  his  priesthood  is 
one  “  that  passeth  not  away”  (Heb.  vii.  24).  For  so  it  should  have  been 
translated,  not  “  unchangeable,”  as  in  King  James’s  version.  Luther  has 
very  correctly,  “  ein  unvergangliches  Priesterthum.” 

It  is  no  part  of  my  undertaking  to  offer  direct  proofs  of  Rome’s  doctrine 
for  the  examination  of  my  readers.  She  has  champions  en'ough  who 
have  fought  her  battles  in  the  past,  and  she  will  find  others  to  do  it  in  the 
future.  My  feeling  is  that  of  common  honesty,  which  prompts  me  to 
remove  the  veil  of  misrepresentation  with  which  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  has 
attempted  to  cover  her  doctrines,  and  thus  delude  instead  of  instructing 
his  hearers.  I  will  merely  add  that  if  Rome’s  Eucharistic  Sacrifice  had 
been  in  direct  contradiction  with  St.  Paul,  as  is  pretended,  we  never 
should  have  found  it  proclaimed  as  Christian  truth  by  all  the  Fathers  of 
the  Church,  and  recorded  in  all  the  earliest  liturgies.  East  and  West,  even 
of  the  remotest  Christian  communities,  who  have  been  separate  from  Rome 
for  nigh  fifteen  centuries.  To  give  one  example  out  of  a  hundred,  St. 
John  Chrysostom,  who  did  not  need  King  James’s  spectacles  to  enable  him 
to  read  his  Greek  Testament,  uses  the  following  words,  which  anticipate 
Dr.  Greenwald’s  objection  :  “  He  was  offered  once  and  this  sufficeth  for¬ 

ever.  What  then  ?  Do  we  not  offer  (Him)  every  day?  We  do:  but  only 
making  commemoration  of  his  death.  The  offering  is  the  same,  not 
many ;  for  we  offer  always  the  same  One,  not  one  now  and  another  to¬ 
morrow,  but  ever  the  same,  so  that  the  sacrifice  is  one”  (Plomil.  xvii.,  on 
Epistle  to  Hebrews).  Whoever  wishes  to  compare  the  original  of  this 
passage,  will  easily  find  it  in  Sir  Henry  Saville,  or  in  Montfaucon. 
Moreover,  if  the  Catholic  doctrine  were  so  plainly  in  the  teeth  of  Scrip- 
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ture,  it  never  could  have  found  so  many  zealous  adherents  among  Protest¬ 
ants,  Bishops  Forbes,  Beverege,  Andrews,  Sparrow,  Hickes,  and  Overall, 
Dr.  Hammond,  Mede,  Brett,  Hughes,  Johnson,  Thorndylce,  and  many 
others  whom  I  shall  not  take  the  trouble  to  enumerate,  all  acknowledge 
that  this  was  the  doctrine  of  the  Scripture,  the  Fathers,  and  the  early 
Church.  One  of  these  English  Protestant  divines  says;  “  If  we  deny  the 
Eucharist  to  be  a  real  and  proper  sacrifice,  we  give  papists  a  great  advan¬ 
tage  over  us.  Because  they  may  easily  prove  from  the  institution  of  this 
sacrament  by  Christ,  from  this  (Heb.  xiii.  lo,  where  the  Apostle  speaks  of 
a  Christian  altar)  and  divers  other  texts  of  Scripture,  and  from  the  primi¬ 
tive  P'athers  of  the  Church,  that  it  is  is  a  sacrifice  (Brett,  Christian  Altar 
and  Sacrifice',  a  sermon  on  Heb.  xiii.  lo).  By  the  side  of  these  Protestant 
divines,  some  of  whom,  like  Beverege  and  Hammond,  are  known  to  every 
European  scholar,  what  becomes  of  Dr.  Greenwald  and  his  magniloquent 
ipse  dixit:  “WE  deny  this  whole  thing  in  toto  Is  not  their  private 
judgment  in  searching  out  and  finding  the  true  sense  in  Scripture,  as  good 
as  his,  and  possibly  somewhat  better,  if  we  look  to  their  gifts  and  reputa¬ 
tion  ?  But  he  will  say,  or  guess,  rather,  for  he  never  heard  of  these  men,  I 
suppose:  “  These  were  Episcopalians,  and  must  have  been,  I  fear.  High 
Churchmen,  very  likely  disciples  of  Pusey  and  Newman.”  So  I  will  dis¬ 
miss  them,  and  summon  a  witness  whom  he  cannot  refuse.  Grabe,  a 
Prussian  theologian,  and  one  of  the  most  learned  scholars  of  his  day,  says: 
“  There  is  in  behalf  of  this  opinion  (the  Eucharistic  Sacrifice  of  the  Altar) 
a  consent  of  the  most  ancient  Fathers  and  successors  of  the  Apostles,  as  is 
seen  in  scarcely  any  mystery  of  the  Christian  faith”  (Grabe’s  Notes  from 
Oxford, Nl.  S.,  Published  in  Tracts  for  the  Times,  No,  Ixxxi.  374). 

PURGATORY. 

Treating  of  Purgatory,  the  reverend  preacher  sets  out  in  his  usual  dog¬ 
matic  style :  “  There  is  no  purgatory.  Jesus  and  his  Apostles,  who 
speak  so  often  and  so  extensively  of  a  future  state,  say  not  a  word  of 
purgatory.”  Even  if  there  be  no  purgatory,  this  is  not  the  way  exactly  to 
argue  its  denial.  Not  everything  is  written  in  the  New  Testament;  and 
when  written,  is  not  always  clearly  written  there.  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald 
is  a  living  proof  of  this  ;  for  he  differs  from  some  of  his  Protestant 
brethren  on  nearly  every  point  which  is  written  there,  clearly  or  obscurely. 
Is  all  his  own  creed  to  be  found  there?  Of  the  command  to  observe  the 
Sunday,  which  has  become  the  pet  idol  of  modern  sectarianism,  there  is 
neither  trace  nor  vestige  in  the  New  Testament.  And  when  Christ  was 
giving  St.  Peter  the  assurance  that  the  Church  built  on  him,  as  on  a  rock, 
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should  never  be  conquered  by  the  gates  of  hell,  did  he  not,  for  some  wise 
purpose  of  his  own  (to  be  guessed  at  by  posterity)  omit  to  add,  that  the 
promise  was  only  temporary;  and  that  a  day  would  come  when  that  same 
Church  would  be  hopelessly  buried  in  error  and  idolatry,  and  after  lying 
sunk  in  this  abominable  mire  for  centuries,  would  be  rescued  at  the  last 
hour  by  a  God-sent  reformer,  Martin  Luther  by  name  ?  Yet  this  is  a  fact 
of  the  utmost  importance,  for  on  it  hinges  the  salvation  or  loss  of  innumer¬ 
able  souls,  since  those  who  do  not  believe  according  to  the  pattern  of 
Luther  will  be  eternally  lost,  as  Dr.  Greenwald  tells  his  congregation  at 
the  close  of  his  third  sermon.  Nevertheless,  not  a  word  nor  even  a  hint 
of  all  this  from  our  Saviour,  not  a  syllable  from  the  Apostles  to  supply 
what  he  had  forgotten  or  omitted  !  No  doubt,  they  considered  the  omis¬ 
sion  would  be  sufficiently  repaired  by  the  superior  intelligence  of  the  en¬ 
lightened  generations  to  come  in  the  days  of  steam  and  printing,  general 
education  and  newspapers.  Still,  it  is  a  matter  of  vital  consequence,  im¬ 
portant  enough  to  get  some  intimation  of  from  Scripture,  and  far  more 
important  than  Purgatory  which,  as  Rev.  Dr.  G.  kindly  informs  us,  saints 
do  not  need  and  sinners  cannot  hope  for. 

But  is  there  no  reference  to  a  Purgatory  or  middle  state  in  the  New 
Testament  ?  Rev.  Dr.  G.  thinks  not.  But  many  far  more  learned  than  he 
is,  and  among  them  many,  very  many  illustrious  Fathers  of  the  Church  think 
otherwise.  They  consider  it  sufficiently  signified  by  that  prison  “  whence 
(our  I.ord  says)  thou  shall  not  depart,  till  thou  hast  paid  the  last  mite  ” 
(Luke  xii.  59),  that  is,  satisfied  the  full  rigor  of  divine  justice;  and  again 
by  the  Apostle’s  “fire,  that  shall  try  every  man’s  work  of  what  sort  it  is.” 
(I  Cor.  iii.  13).  They  appeal  also  to  Matt.  xii.  32,  where  there  is  mention 
of  sins  that  will  not  be  forgiven  in  this  world  nor  in  the  world  to  come, 
thus  implying  (they  say)  that  there  are  other  sins  which  may  be  forgiven 
in  this  or  in  the  world  to  come ;  and  again  to  St.  Peter,  who  speaks  of  a 
prison  in  which  spirits  were  detained  to  whom  Christ  went  and  preached, 
(i  Pet.  iii.  19).  This,  they  add,  is  the  Hell  spoken  of  in  the  Apostle’s 
Creed,  in  which  Christ’s  soul  was  not  left,  as  his  body  was  not  left  in  the 
grave  (Ps.  xvi.  lo;  Acts  ii.  27).  Surely,  Dr.  Greenwald  does  not  believe 
with  Calvin  that  our  Lord  descended  into  the  Hell  of  the  damned.  That 
there  is  a  middle  state,  they  infer  likewise  from  “  Abraham’s  bosom  ” 
(Luke  xvi.  22),  where  reposed  the  souls  of  the  just,  who  could  not  enter 
Heaven — a  place  far  removed  from,  though  within  sight  and  hearing  of  the 
abode  of  the  wicked,  where  Dives  languished  in  tormenting  flames. 
Whether  these  Scripture  proofs  are  valid,  I  will  not  now  examine.  My 
only  purpose  is  to  show  Dr.  Greenwald  what  he  seems  either  not  to  know 
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or  recklessly  to  ignore,  that  the  Church  of  Rome,  like  himself,  can  quote 
chapter  and  verse  for  all  she  teaches  ;  ami  has,  to  say  the  least,  as  much 
right  to  expound  the  Scripture  in  her  sense,  as  he  has  in  his  own.  When 
to  this  it  is  added  that  she  has  at  her  back  a  countless  number  of  early 
Fathers  and  the  most  ancient  Liturgies  of  the  Christian  world,  both  in  the 
East  and  in  the  West,  his  private  judgment  must  shrink  to  invisible  di¬ 
mensions  by  the  side  of  such  an  imposing  array  of  witnesses  to  the  faith  de¬ 
livered  to  the  primitive  Church  by  the  Apostles. 

His  argument,  derived  from  the  silence  of  Christ  and  his  Apostles,  ad¬ 
mitting  it  to  be  true,  might  be  retorted  on  him  in  this  way.  The  Jews, 
according  to  the  book  of  Macchabees  (waiving  the  question  of  their 
inspiration  and  counting  them  only  as  human  history),  used  always  to  pray 
for  their  dead.  They  continued  to  do  so  in  the  time  of  Christ,  and  from 
that  period  down  to  our  own  day,  as  we  see  by  their  ritual  and  prayer 
books.  Why  then,  did  not  Christ  rebuke  their  error  on  this  point,  if  error 
it  were,  as  he  rebuked  so  many  others  ?  Jeremy  Taylor  makes  use  of  this 
very  argument  to  establish  that  it  is  lawful  among  Christians  to  pray  for 
the  dead.  But  Dr.  Greenwald  holds  it  to  be  error,  and  superstitious 
impiety.  Why  then,  I  repeat,  did  not  Christ  condemn  it,  especially  since 
he  foresaw  that  this  pestilential  superstition,  encouraged  by  his  silence,  was 
to  gain  possession  of  his  Church  as  soon  as  he  ascended  into  heaven,  and 
was  to  stifle  her  in  its  foul  embrace  for  fifteen  hundred  years,  until  it 
should  please  him  to  send  Martin  Luther  to  the  rescue  ?  But  I  am  mis¬ 
taken.  Luther,  in  the  early  days  of  his  reformation,  at  least,  believed  in 
Purgatory.  And  Melanchthon,  who  drew  up  that  Augsburg  Creed,  the 
corner-stone  on  which  Dr.  Greenwald’s  church  is  built,  acknowledges  in 
his  Apology  for  the  Augsburg  Confession,  that  the  early  Christians  prayed 
for  the  dead,  and  that  Lutheranism  finds  no  fault  with  the  practice. 
Quatn  (sc.  Orationem  pro  Mortuis)  nos  non  prohibemus  (see  Melanch- 
thon’s  Works,  ed.  Bretschneider,  Vol.  xxvii.  p.  626). 

Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  is  quite  confident  that  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass  can 
do  no  good  to  the  souls  of  the  departed.  Let  him  hold  his  opinion,  if  he 
thinks  it  the  right  one.  But  let  him  not  presume  to  call  me  hard  names 
if  I  should  take  it  into  my  head  to  prefer  the  opinion  of  the  great  Chrys¬ 
ostom,  who  says,  “  Not  without  good  reason  was  it  ordained  by  the 
Apostles,  that  there  should  be  made  commemoration  of  the  dead  in  the 
august  mysteries,  because  they  knew  that  these  would  receive  from  it 
great  benefit”  [Homil.  xxix.  ad  Pop.  Antioch).  And  the  great  St.  Cyril 
of  Jerusalem  uses  nearly  the  same  words  in  speaking  of  the  efticacy  of 
this  “  holy  and  tremendous  Sacrifice  that  lies  upon  our  altars  ”  {Catech. 
-My stag.  V.). 
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To  insinuate  that  Purgatory  is  a  deception,  planned  and  upheld  by  the 
Catholic  Church  and  her  clergy,  in  order  to  extort  money  by  masses  for  the 
dead,  the  Reverend  preacher  relates  an  anecdote  which  happened  in  his  own 
experience,  while  he  was  a  youth,  in  Frederick,  Md.  The  anecdote  iS  as 
contemptible  as  his  insinuation.  Such  anecdotes  always  remind  me  of  “  the 
identical  club  with  which  Capt.  Cook  was  killed  by  the  natives  at  Hawaii,” 
and  without  which  the  stock  of  no  museum  is  considered  complete.  How 
does  it  happen  that  every  Reverend  controversialist,  who  wishes  to  raise  a 
laugh  about  Catholic  prayers  for  the  dead,  has  come  across  that  same  sor¬ 
rowing  Catholic,  who  goes  about  everlastingly  like  the  Wandering  Jew, 
complaining  that  he  has  spent  his  all  in  paying  the  priest  to  pray  father,  or 
mother,  or  wife,  out  of  Purgatory?  Bp.  Hopkins  has  his  little  “anec¬ 
dote”  to  the  same  effect ;  so  have  the  rest  of  them.  And  I  remember 
reading  scores  of  the  same  kind  in  so-called  evangelical  papers,  while  yet 
a  child,  in  the  days  of  the  Brownlees,  Nevins,  Hoyts,  and  other  worthies 
of  that  school.  How  comes  it  that  no  honest  Protestant  layma7i  has  ever 
yet  fallen  in  with  that  peripatetic  phenomenon  ?  When  Rev.  Dr.  Green- 
wald  handles  the  Scriptures  which  are  accessible  to  all,  he  misquotes  their 
text  or  mistakes  their  sense.  And  must  I  receive  implicitly  his  anecdotes, 
which  sound  like  echoes  from  the  “funny  column”  of  some  No-Popery 
magazine,  and  swallow  them  for  Gospel  truth  ?  What  I  think  of  such 
trashy  anecdotes,  1  will  not  say.  But  if  I  did,  I  should  only  repeat  the 
words  of  the  great  English  statesman.  Canning,  when  compelled  on  one 
occasion  to  listen  to  similar  stuff.  But,  though  he  spoke  out  his  opinion 
freely  in  the  British  Parliament,  I  forbear  to  repeat  it  out  of  respect.  If 
young  Mr.  Greenwald  and  his  pastor  had  felt  a  desire  to  put  dowm  an  out¬ 
rage  on  truth  and  social  decency,  if  they  had  done  their  honest  Christian 
duty  to  the  community,  they  would  have  denounced  that  unworthy  priest 
to  his  bishop,  who  would  have  punished  him  severely  for  his  sacrilegious, 
anti-Catholic  falsehoods.  But  why  should  I  talk  of  these  “  zy’s”  with 
Canning’s  pithy  formula  ringing  in  my  ears  ? 

HONORING  THE  BLESSED  VIRGIN. 

The  Reverend  preacher  next  opens  his  batteries  on  what  he  calls  by  the 
improper,  false  name  of  Mariolatry.  There  is  no  such  thing,  there  cannot 
possibly  be  such  a  thing  in  the  Church  of  Rome ;  and  the  Reverend  gentle¬ 
man  is  as  well  aware  of  it,  as  I  am.  For,  in  her  creed,  the  worship  of 
latria  means  supreme  honor,  or,  as  it  is  called,  adoration  ;  and  this,  she 
has  ever  solemnly  declared  and  taught,  must  be  given  to  God  alone  and 
to  no  creature,  however  exalted.  She  has  enforced  this  doctrine  by  word 
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and  deed ;  and  her  history  records  a  notable  case  in  point,  where  a  num¬ 
ber  of  bad  Catholics  were  crushed  by  her  anathemas  and  driven  out  of  the 
Church,  for  daring  to  pay  divine  honors  to  the  Blessed  Virgin.  And  in 
spite  of  all  this,  one  must  hear  that  idolatrous  worship  of  the  Virgin  forms 
a  part  of  her  creed  !  What  shameless  boldness  !  Here  we  have  on  one 
side  a  great  Church  spread  throughout  the  universe,  and  dating  back  to 
eighteen  centuries  of  existence,  not  teaching  in  a  corner,  but  in  the  face 
of  the  whole  world,  with  her  creeds  and  decisions  registered  in  history, 
and  thus  open  to  the  eyes  of  all  men,  whether  friends  or  foes.  And  on 
the  other  hand,  a  Lutheran  preacher,  unknown  yesterday,  and  to  be  un¬ 
heard  of  to-morrow,  who  dares  to  rise  up,  and  tells  her  to  her  face,  that 
she  does  not  believe  what  she  professes,  that  he  knows  her  doctrine  better 
than  herself,  that  to  his  certain  knowledge  her  children  believe  the  very 
contrary  of  what  they  have  all  pledged  themselves  in  conscience  to 
believe — many  of  them  as  teachers,  officials,  dignitaries,  by  oath  on  the 
Holy  Gospels — under  penalty  of  forfeiting  their  salvation  !  If  I,  or  any 
one  else.  Catholic  or  Protestant,  presumed  to  treat  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald’s 
religious  body  in  such  bold  fashion,  what  would  he  say  to  my  conduct  ? 
He  would  s^are  no  harsh  word  of  denunciation.  Insolence,  impudence, 
cool  effrontery,  etc.,  would  be  the  mildest  terms  he  would  shower  on  my 
guilty  head.  I  will  not  tell  him  that  the  Golden  Rule,  “  Do  unto  others,” 
etc.,  binds  him  to  apply  all  this  harsh  language  to  himself.  But  I  must 
say,  what  no  impartial  outsider  can  help  thinking  and  saying,  that  his 
conduct  is  an  outrage  on  common  decency  and  common  sense,  to  say 
nothing  of  Christian  charity. 

But  leaving  the  rest  of  the  Catholic  world  out  of  the  question,  let  me 
come  to  the  community  where  the  sermon  was  spoken  and  printed.  Does 
the  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  imagine  for  a  moment  that  the  Catholic  priests 
and  laity  of  Lancaster  are  such  wretched  dolts  that  they  do  not  know  or 
understand  what  they  have  learned  m  their  catechism,  or  what  they  have 
heard  a  thousand  times  from  their  pulpits,  and  would  never  know  its  true 
meaning  until  kindly  taught  by  an  enemy  from  outside ;  or  such  execrable 
hypocrites  that  they  make  a  show  of  detesting  idolatry  in  public,  while 
they  love  and  practice  it  in  private  ?  No  layman  would  dare,  at  his  peril, 
to  intimate  as  much  to  his  fellow-men  in  matters  of  social  or  civil  life. 
Yet,  in  a  matter  of  religion,  where  systematic  lying  and  hypocrisy  are  in¬ 
finitely  more  shameful  and  disgraceful,  this  valiant  Lutheran  parson, 
under  the  shield  of  his  gown  and  pulpit,  boldly  hurls  the  charge  at  the 
head  of  an  entire  community. 

The  Reverend  preacher,  it  is  true,  makes  some  attempt  to  justify  his  bold 
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allegation.  But  it  is  a  desperate  attempt  to  set  about  proving  that  men 
can  be  idolaters  without  their  knowledge  and  against  their  will.  He  tries 
to  make  out  that  they  are  idolaters  by  implication.  Here  is  his  proof : 
“  Catholics  believe  that  the  Virgin  hears  their  prayers,  whether  they  be 
offered  up  in  Italy,  France,  America,  China,  or  any  other  remote  part  of 
the  world.  Hence  they  must  believe  her  to  be  omnipresent  and  om¬ 
niscient,  and  since  these  are  divine  attributes,  she  must  be  God.”  An  im¬ 
partial  outsider  might  be  disposed  to  pass  over  in  compassionate  silence 
this  wretched  logic.  But  I  fear  some  of  those  godless,  idolatrous 
“Romanists”  against  whom  he  has  launched  his  thunders,  will  not 
let  it  pass  so  easily.  They  will  chuckle  over  his  line  of  argument,  since 
by  it  he  clearly  exposes  himself  to  the  charge  of  being  their  fellow-idola¬ 
ter.  They  will  apply  his  reasoning  to  himself.  Dr.  Greenwald,  they 
will  say,  believes  that  St.  Peter  and  the  rest  of  the  Apostles  worked 
miracles.  But  to  work  miracles,  omnipotence  is  needed ;  and  this  is  an 
an  attribute  that  belongs  to  Deity  alone.  Therefore  St.  Peter  being 
omnipotent  must  be  God,  according  to  Dr.  Greenwald’s  logic,  and  so  must 
the  other  Apostles !  If  two  gods  are  too  many  for  Christian  faith,  what 
must  be  said  of  thirteen  or  fourteen?  Should  Dr.  G.  laugh  at  this  reas- 
oning,  it  only  shows  how  good-natured  he  must  be,  since  he  can  afford  to 
join  in  the  laugh  against  himself. 

But  laughing  apart — though  it  is  a  good  healthy  sign,  and  ought  to  be 
encouraged  in  all  sour,  gloomy,  bilious  temperaments — let  me  ask  any 
honest-minded,  pious  Lutheran  to  take  up  the  fifteenth  chapter  of  St.  Luke, 
and  read  over  its  two  beautiful  parables  of  the  lost  sheep  and  of  the  wo¬ 
man  who  lost  the  ten  pieces  of  silver.  They  both  have  substantially  the 
same  conclusion  or  application:  “I  say  unto  you  that  likewise  joy  shall 
be  in  heaven  over  one  sinner  that  repenteth  more  than  over  ninety  and 
nine  just  persons  which  need  no  repentance.”  And  again,  “  Likewise  I  say 
unto  you,  there  is  joy  in  the  presence  of  the  Angels  of  God  over  one  sin¬ 
ner  that  repenteth.”  What  beautiful,  consoling  doctrine  is  here  delivered 
by  our  Lord!  The  lost  sheep  is  brought  back,  and  its  return  gives  joy 
not  only  to  Him,  but  to  His  whole  heavenly  court  :  far  more  joy  than  from 
the  perseverence  of  others  in  Christian  justice.  Our  souls  are  a  priceless 
treasure,  because  He  bought  them  with  His  own  precious  blood,  and  when 
He  recovers  them.  He  calls  His  “  friends  and  neighbors  ” — the  angels  who 
dwell  in  His  heavenly  house,  and  bids  them  rejoice  with  Him  “because  what 
was  lost  is  found,”  They  gladly  obey  and  rejoice  with  Him  over  every  sin- 
ne’'  that  returns.  Now  I  ask  him,  who  has  read  these  consoling  words,  did 
the  silly  thought  ever  cross  his  mind  that  here  our  Lord  represents  His 


38 


angels  as  so  many  gods,  or  bestows  upon  them  the  incommunicable  attri¬ 
butes  of  Deity,  omnipresence  and  omniscience?  Yet  wherever  the  cry  of 
repentance  goes  up,  in  any  of  the  four  quarters  of  the  world,  whether  it 
be  from  the  sinking  ship  in  the  trackless  waves  of  mid-ocean,  or  from  the 
solitary  cave  of  the  desert,  whither  the  sinner  has  been  driven  by  remorse; 
whether  it  resound  at  the  foot  of  the  altar  in  God’s  temple,  or  in  the 
lonely  closet,  or  be  merely  breathed  in  the  inmost  recesses  of  the  heart,  it 
forthwith  rises  to  heaven,  reaches  the  ears,  and  gladdens  the  heart  not 
only  of  God  our  Father,  but  also  of  all  His  “  friends  and  neighbors,”  the 
“  dwellers  in  His  house,”  as  the  Psalmist  calls  them.  Who  are  God’s 
“friends,”  that  rejoice  with  Him,  and  share  His  interest  and  delight  in 
the  conversion  of  the  sinner?  Not  the  angels  only,  but  His  Apostles 
also,  to  whom  He  specially  gave  that  endearing  name  (John  xv.  15);  and 
she  above  all,  who  belongs  to  Him  by  a  relation  so  close  and  tender,  yet 
so  wonderful,  that  it  transcends  all  human  thought.  She,  who  saw  and  felt 
at  the  foot  of  the  Cross,  more  than  any  other,  the  dreadful  wrong  done  to 
her  Divine  Son  by  sinners,  must  feel  and  rejoice  more  than  others,  when 
that  wrong  is  repaired  by  repentance. 

If  God  grants  favors  for  the  sake  of  His  “servants  ”  Abraham,  Isaac, 
Jacob,  etc.,  much  more  may  we  suppose  Him  to  grant  them  for  the 
sake  of  His  “  friends,”  the  Apostles,  and  far  more  for  the  sake  of  her,  to 
whom  He  is  indebted  for  that  flesh  in  which  He  redeemed  us,  and  in 
which  He  now  sits  triumphantly  as  God-Man  at  the  right  hand  of  the 
Father.  Why  not,  then,  ask  her  intercession?  But  Dr.  G.  says,  “  To 
invoke  her  aid  is  to  give  her  divine  honor.”  What  childish  nonsense  ! 
Does  he  really  believe  this,  or  is  he  only  rehearsing  for  effect  the  old  pla¬ 
titudes  of  a  bigoted  pulpit  ?  Any  Catholic  child  of  ten  years  can  teach 
him  better.  To  ask  the  courtiers,  friends,  or  mother  of  a  monarch  for  the 
aid  of  their  intercession,  has  never  yet  been  considered  as  an  insult  to  his 
authority  or  derogatory , to  his  sovereignty. 

“But  Catholics  say  ten  prayers  to  the  Virgin  for  one  that  they  say  to  God ; 
therefore  they  think  less  of  God  than  of  her.”  Grant  the  fact  to  be  true, 
which  it  is  not;  the  above  conclusion  does  not  follow.  Let  me  illustrate 
it  by  an  example.  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald,  like  myself,  and  most  of  us, 
devotes  more  hours  out  of  the  twenty-four  to  eating,  drinking,  sleeping, 
conversation,  recreation,  etc.,  than  he  does  to  prayer,  meditation,  spiritual 
reading,  and  other  works  of  piety — in  a  word,  more  time  to  his  body  than 
to  his  soul.  Therefore,  he  and  we  think  less  of  our  souls  than  of  our 
bodies.  He  may  not  like  this  logic,  but  it  is  his  own.  Seriously  speaking, 
Dr.  Greenwald  has  not  the  faintest  conception  of  the  honor  which  the 
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Church  of  Rome  thinks  should  be  paid  to  the  Blessed  Virgin,  and  enjoins 
upon  her  children.  If  in  honoring  and  invoking  her,  they  did  not  intend 
principally  to  honor  God ;  if  they  should  honor  or  invoke  her  apart  from 
Him,  not  for  His  sake,  but  for  her  own;  if  they  should  look  to  her  as  any 
thing  more  than  a  creature,  or  as  having  any  power  of  her  own,  independ¬ 
ently  of  her  Creator  and  God,  to  help  or  save  their  bodies  or  souls — they 
would  fall  into  that  idolatry  of  which  Dr.  G.  talks,  but  which  the  Roman 
Church  sternly  forbids  and  condemns  under  pain  of  anathema.  The  peas¬ 
ant  girl  in  Italy,  whom  he  introduces  as  “singing  the  praises  of  Mary 
while  she  gathers  the  grapes  of  autumn,”  could  teach  him  this  much. 
This  sneering  allusion  to  Italian  piety,  though  made  in  borrowed  words, 
is  unworthy  of  a  Christian.  Even  a  man  of  no  religion  would  rather  hear 
the  praises  of  the  spotless  Virgin  from  the  lips  of  childhood,  than  the 
horrid  curses,  the  slippery  ditties,  and  filthy  speech,  with  which  too  many 
American  parents,  Protestant  and  Catholic,  inoculate  their  children  from  ' 
the  very  cradle. 


SERMON  IV. 


PERSECUTION. 

It  is  evident  that  Dr.  Greenwald  enters  on  the  subject  of  “  persecution” 
with  a  hearty  relish.  He  gloats  over  the  black  catalogue  of  Rome’s 
crimes,  as  he  holds  it  up  to  the  execration  of  his  horrified  hearers.  It 
would  have  been,  I  think,  wiser  and  less  uncharitable  to  allow  the  last 
echoes  of  such  a  sermon  to  expire  within  the  walls  of  his  church,  and  not 
reproduce  them  in  print.  In  the  first  place,  one  cannot  speak  properly  of 
these  matters  without  some  knowledge  of  history;  and  I  am  sorry  to  see 
that  the  preacher’s  acquaintance  with  history  is  on  a  par  with  his  loose 
knowledge  of  Scripture  and  theology.  In  the  second  place,  what  good  is 
to  come  of  such  sermons  and  their  publication  ?  Is  it  to  arouse  the  pas¬ 
sions  and  angry  feelings  of  his  audience?  to  excite  in  them  hatred  of 
their  Catholic  fellow-citizens  ?  This  strikes  me  as  being  neither  wise 
policy,  nor  the  part  of  a  good  citizen,  nor,  I  must  say,  very  creditable  to 
one  who  professes  to  preach  the  Gospel  of  Christ,  as  most  Christians 
understand  it.  Or  does  he  think  that  because,  as  he  holds.  Catholics 
persecuted  Lutherans  three  hundred  years  ago  —  they  are  going  to 
do  it  again  in  the  United  States  ?  Surely  there  is  nothing  in  the  premises 
to  justify  the  conclusion  !  As  well  might  Catholic  priests  set  about  terri¬ 
fying  their  congregations  with  the  notion  that  they  are  to  be  persecuted 
now,  because  they  have  undergone  persecution  often  during  the  last  three 
hundred  years.  Such  silly  reasoning  reminds  one  of  those  alarmists  who 
go  about  the  country  making  speeches  and  threatening  us  with  another 
civil  war,  merely  because  we  had  one  some  fifteen  or  twenty  years  ago. 
In  the  third  place,  any  fair-minded  preacher  setting  out  to  instruct  his 
congregation  on  the  evils  of  persecution,  would  take  some  pains  to  let 
them  know  that  persecution  is  always  wrong  and  unchristian,  whether  it 
be  of  Protestants  by  Catholics,  or  of  Catholics  by  Protestants.  But  the 
reverend  gentleman  has  failed  to  do  this.  Hence,  I  am  uncertain  whether 
to  conclude  that  he  thinks  persecution  by  Protestants  no  wrong  at  all,  or 
knows  so  little  of  history  that  he  is  not  aware  of  any  such  persecutions 
ever  having  occurred.  Perhaps  he  entertains  in  some  confused  way  both 
opinions.  For  in  the  solitary  case  that  he  alleges,  the  only  one  he  seems 
to  have  heard  of,  he  excuses  the  anti-Catholic  mob  of  Philadelphia,  as 
aroused  by  the  reflection  “  that  the  Church  of  Rome  w'as  a  persecut- 
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ing  Church.”  Very  few  readers  will  be  able  to  see  the  meaning  of 
this  reason,  which  agrees  as  little  with  good  sense  as  it  does  with 
the  facts  of  the  case.  Mobs  do  not  reason  themselves  into  action  by  any 
such  abstractions,  nor  did  they  in  1844.  He  should  be  ashamed  to  apolo¬ 
gize  thus  for  that  wicked  mob,  which  has  been  denounced  by  better  men, 
and  stauncher  Protestants,  than  himself.  Its  passions  were  aroused  by  the 
rabid  bigotry  of  some  of  his  own  doth,  and  encouraged  by  cowardice  of 
the  authorities.  And  if  it  was  finally  put  down,  it  was  not  so  much  good 
will  as  the  fear  of  imminent,  wide-spread  anarchy,  that  effected  it. 

The  reverend  gentleman  has  assumed  the  task  of  proving  that  “  the 
Church  of  Rome  is  a  persecuting  Church,”  and  in  confirmation,  alleges 
the  conduct  of  a  certain  number  of  sovereigns.  Here  is  his  reasoning  in 
brief:  Queen  Mary,  Francis  I.,  Catherine  de  Medicis,  Charles  IX., 
Philip  IL,  were  persecutors  ;  therefore,  the  Church  of  Rome  is  a  persecut¬ 
ing  Church.  I  fail  to  see  the  connection.  These  princes,  some  of  them 
good,  some  bad  or  indifferent,  may  have  been  Catholics  more  or  less 
sincere  in  their  belief.  But  I  scarcely  think  that  propriety  of  language 
will  admit  their  being  called  “  the  Church  of  Rome,”  or  that  she  must  be 
held  responsible  for  all  their  actions.  What  would  he  say  to  my  arguing 
thus  :  Francis  I.  protected  the  Catholics  at  home,  but  aided  and  abetted 
the  Lutherans  in  Germany ;  Catharine  coquetted  alternately  with  the 
Catholic  and  Huguenot  parties  in  France  ;  therefore,  the  Church  of  Rome 
befriends  Lutherans,  Calvinists  and  Catholics  alike.  So  that,  even  if  all 
he  alleged  were  true,  it  would  not  prove  his  point.  But  is  it  all  true  ?  I 
shall  examine  briefly  each  allegation. 

I.  “  When  Luther  preached  against  Romish  corruptions,”  saysDr.Green- 
wald,  “he  was  in  constant  danger  of  his  life.  The  Church  of  Rome  was 
a  persecuting  church  then.”  This  last  sentence  is  the  epiphonema,  with 
which  the  Dr.  winds  up  each  of  the  ten  allegations  that  follow.  That 
Luther’s  life  was  continually,  or  at  any  time,  in  danger,  is  a  good  sample  of 
those  enormous  falsehoods,  “traditions  of  men,”  that  are  swallowed  without 
investigation,  and  repeated  so  assiduously,  that  they  become  at  last  historic 
axioms,  which  no  one  ventures  to  dispute.  I  do  not  blame  Dr.  G.,  but  the 
first  author  of  this  saying,  who  was  no  other  than  Luther  himself.  All  that 
the  Great  Reformer  said  of  himself  in  his  pulpit,  his  writings,  or  his  table- 
talk,  must  not  be  taken  for  gospel,  merely  because  he  said  it.  He  has  estab¬ 
lished  no  such  high  character  for  his  ipse  dixits  with  those  who  know  him. 
There  are  two  Luthers — the  Luther  of  panegyric,  of  romance  and  fiction, 
and  the  Luther  of  history  and  fact.  The  former  appears  in  the  pulpit,  in 
the  Sunday-school,  and  in  partisan  biographies;  the  latter  may  be  discov- 


ered  from  a  careful  study  of  his  writings  and  those  of  his  contemporaries, 
but  above  all  from  his  private  letters,  of  which  former  devotees  of  Luther 
would  only  publish  what  they  thought  to  his  credit,  garbling  or  suppress¬ 
ing  the  rest.  But  now  the  world  may  read  them,  as  they  were  written, 
in  the  collection  of  a  liberal-minded  Lutheran,  De  Wette,  printed  at 
Berlin  some  fifty  years  ago.  The  Luther  of  romance  was  in  hourly  ex¬ 
pectation  of  the  stake  and  martyrdom  ;  and  he  himself  in  his  printed 
books,  and  in  some  of  his  letters,  encouraged  this  false  notion.  Mean¬ 
while  the  Luther  of  history  was  writing  to  his  trusty  friends,  chuckling 
over  his  own  security,  and  assuring  them  that  he  had  no  longer  any  fears 
for  his  personal  safety.  See  his  confidential  letters  to  Spalatin  and  to 
Voigt,  of  Magdeburg,  all  written  in  the  month  of  July  or  August,  of 
1520.* 

The  admirers  of  the  Great  Reformer  will  scarcely  thank  Dr.  Greenwald 
for  thus  dragging  in  his  name  where  it  was  not  needed.  Those  who 
know  the  Luther  of  history,  know  a  great  deal  about  him  of  which  Dr.  G. 
is  happily  unconscious  ;  and  they  will  consider  it  most  unfortunate,  that 
his  name  should  be  introduced  at  all  in  connection  with  the  subject  of 
persecution.  For,  Luther  was  a  most  intolerant  man,  and  a  thorough  per¬ 
secutor  both  in  theory  and  in  practice.  He  imposed  his  own  opinions  on 
his  disciples  and  on  the  churches,  with  a  lordly  authority  that  would  not 
brook  even  the  shadow  of  contradiction.  Before  his  face  his  friends 
bowed  down  and  flattered  him  ;  behind  his  back  they  complained  (as 
Melanchthon  did)  of  his  tyranny  and  of  the  degrading,  intolerable  slavery 
to  which  he  had  reduced  them.  If  friends  or  disciples  presumed  to  differ 
with  him,  like  Carlstadt,  Agricola,  Lemnius,  Krautwald,  Schwenkfeld* 
Wicelius,  and  others,  he  left  no  stone  unturned  until  he  had  them  pun¬ 
ished  by  deprivation,  imprisonment,  banishment  from  their  homes,  and 
sometimes  driven  altogether  from  the  soil  of  Germany.  The  poor  peas¬ 
ants,  whom  his  doctrine  had  led  into  rebellion,  he  assailed  with  incredible 
fury,  and  clamored  for  their  blood  with  a  vindictive  eagerness  that  must 
shock  every  reader.  “  They  ought  to  he  choked  like  mad  dogs,”  he  says. 
“  Give,”  hear  his  own  words ;  “  give  the  ass  his  fodder,  burdens  and 
the  cudgel,  says  the  wise  man  ;  give  the  peasants  their  oat-straw,  and  if 
they  are  not  satisfied,  give  them  stripes  and  musket-balls.  Mercy  will  do 
them  no  good ;  let  artillery  rattle  amongst  them,  or  they  will  do  a  thou¬ 
sand  times  worse.  Even  to  pity  them  is  to  deny  and  blaspheme  God,  and 
try  to  pull  Him  down  out  of  heaven.  .  .  They  ought  to  be  choked  like  mad 


*  De  Wette,  Luther’s  Briefe,  Berlin,  1825,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  465,  469,  475,  480. 
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dogs.”*  Fearing  that  Albert,  Count  of  Mansfeld,  might  deal  mildly  with 
them,  he  anxiously  begs  of  Ruhel,  one  of  his  counsellors,  to  do  what  he 
can  to  prevent  it.f  He  exhorts  every  one  to  come  to  the  rescue,  to  take 
up  arms  against  the  peasants,  “to  strike,  stab,  and  slay,  as  best  he  can 
and  if  he  die  in  this  holy  ^crusade,  he  will  have  a  happy  death.;]; 

Many  superficial  readers  think  that  the  good  treatment  of  Jews  by 
Christians  dates  from  Luther  and  the  Reformation.  Never  was  there  a 
greater  mistake.  Luther  cordially  hated  the  Jews,  and  advocated  their 
ill-treatment  on  principle.  Not  content  with  calling  them  by  the  most 
opprobrious  names  (ass-heads,  lying-mouths,  devil’s  children,  devils> 
young  devils  damned  to  hell),  he  consoles  himself  with  the  thought  that 
they  will  be  tormented,  not  in  upper  hell,  nor  in  middle  hell,  but  in  hell’s 
deepest  depths.  He  tells  us  how  they  ought  to  be  treated  by  Christian 
princes,  how  he  would  treat  them  if  he  had  the  power.  “  In  the  first  place 
he  would  burn  down  every  synagogue  or  school  of  theirs,  and  invite 
Christians  to  help  the  flames  by  throwing  in  pitch,  brimstone  and  hell-fire 
if  possible.  Next  he  would  raze  their  houses  to  the  ground  ;  to  sleep  un¬ 
der  a  shed  or  in  a  stable,  like  gypsies,  is  good  enough  for  them.  He 
would  likewise  take  away  from  them  their  books,  prayer-books,  and  Tal¬ 
mudist  writings,  and  all  their  Bibles;  not  a  leaf  must  be  left  to  them. 
Finally  he  would  imitate  the  good  example  set  in  France,  and  by  our  dear 
(Emperor)  Charles  in  Bohemia  and  Spain,  and  drive  them  out  of  Germany, 
after  depriving  them  of  the  wealth  they  had  stolen  from  Christians  by  their 
usury.  So  long  as  they  are  with  us,  or  on  our  soil  they  must  not  be  allowed 
to  praise  or  thank  God  or  pray.  They  must  not  m.ention  God’s  name  in 
presence  of  a  Christian.  But  it  is  better  to  hunt  them  out  like  mad  dogs, 
that  we  may  not  partake  of  their  sins  and  damnation. 

*  See  Letters  to  Ruhel  and  AmsdorfF,  De  Wette,  Vol.  II.,  pp.  669,  670,  671. 

t  Ibid,  p.  653. 

X  Wider  die  rauberischen  und  morderischen  Bauern  ;  Luther’s  Works,  Erlangen  Ed. 
Vol.  xxiv.,  p.  287. 

§A11  this  sounds  so  strange,  so  unlike  the  romantic  notion  that  ordinary  Protestants, 
and  even  Jews,  have  formed  of  Luther’s  moderation  and  tolerant  spirit,  that  I  must 
quote  a  little  more  fully  what  I  have  condensed  in  the  text ; 

“  Erstlich  dass  man  ihre  Synagoga  (Synagoga  oder  Schule,  in  the  parallel  passage  on 
page  233)  mit  Feuer  verbrenne,  und  werfe  hie  2U,  wer  da  kann,  Schwefel  und  Pech,  wer 

auch  hollisch  Feuer  konnte  zuwerfen,  ware  auch  gut . Zum  andern  dass  manauch  ihre 

Hauser  desgleichen  zerbreche  und  zerstore . Dafiir  mag  man  sie  etwa  unter  ein  Dach 

Oder  Stall  thun,  wie  die  Zigeuner . Zum  dritten,  das  man  ihnen  Verbiete  bei  uns 

und  in  dem  Unsern  offentlich  Gott  zu  loben,  zu  danken,  zu  beten . Dass  man  ihnen 

alle  ihre  Bucher  nahme,  Betbiicher,  Talmudisten,  auch  die  ganze  Bibel,  und  nicht  ein 
Blatt  liesse . Zum  vierten,dass  ihnen  verboten  werde,  den  Namen  Gottes  fiir  unsern 
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I  will  not  speak  of  his  hatred  towards  the  Zwinglians,  and  especially 
their  doctrine  on  the  Eucharist,  now  the  doctrine  of  Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald 
and  of  nearly  all  Lutherans  in  this  country.  He  openly  declared  that 
men  holding  such  doctrines  were  his  sworn  enemies,  soul-murderers, 
damned  blasphemers,  whose  heart  was  full  of  .devils  inside  and  outside, 
“ein  eingeteufelt,  durchteufelt,  uberteufelt  lasterlich  Hers  und  Liigen- 
maul.”*  Either  he  or  they  must  be  damned  on  the  last  day  ;  there  was 
no  alternative.  With  such  men  he  must  follow  the  Apostle’s  precept, 
and  hold  no  intercourse  either  by  word  or  epistle. 

If  Luther  cherished  such  ill-will  for  the  Jews  and  for  his  fellow-Pro- 
testants,  what  must  have  been  his  sentiments  towards  the  adherents  of  the 
Pope,  the  Roman  Antichrist,  as  he  loved  to  call  him  ?  I  shall  enter  into 
no  details  of  what  they  actually  suffered  by  his  counsel  or  by  his  deeds ; 
I  speak  only  of  his  theoretical  opinions  on  persecution.  It  is  enough  to 
say  that  so  virulent  was  his  hatred  of  the  Catholic  clergy,  that  he  had  no 
objection  to  have  them  put  out  of  the  way  by  public  murder  or  private  as¬ 
sassination.  This  is  an  ugly  charge,  but  there  is  proof  for  it ;  not,  of 
course,  in  his  fanciful  biographies,  but  in  his  private  letters.  Writing  to 
his  bosom  friend,  Melanchlhon,  and  alluding  to  the  murder  of  the  martyred 
Fisher,  Bishop  of  Rochester,  by  Henry  VHI.,  he  exclaims,  “  Would  to 
God  that  there  were  more  kings  of  England  to  kill  such  men  !”  “Utinam 
haberent  plures  reges  Angliae,  qui  illos  occiderent.”f  And  fifteen  years 

Ohren  zu  nennen . Lasst  uiis  mit  ihnen  rechen  was  sie  uns  abgewuchert,  und  dar- 

nach  giitlich  getheilet,  sie  aber  immer  zum  Land  ausgetrieben.  Denn,  wie  gehort, 
Gottes  Zorn  ist  so  gross  uber  sie,  dass  sie  durch  sanfte  Barmherzigkeit  nur  arger  und 
arger,  durch  Scharfe  aber  wenig  besser  werden.  Drumb  immer  weg  mit  ihnen  I”  Von 
den  luden  und  ihren  Liigen.  Luther’s  Works.  Ed.  Erlangen,Vol.  xxxii,  pp.,  252,  234, 
253»  259»  238. 

Others  have  a  mistaken  notion  that  Luther’s  hatred  of  the  Jews  belongs  to  the  period 
when  he  was  fresh  from  the  Church  of  Rome,  and  that  with  lapse  of  time,  as  he  became 
more  enlightened,  his  views  grew  milder  and  more  liberal.  The  very  contrary  is  the 
fact.  When  he  had  just  emerged  from  the  darkness  of  “  Popery,’’  while  he  was  yet,  to 
use  his  own  phrase,  “  ten  times  more  of  a  Papist  than  he  suspected,”  he  spoke  kindly 
of  the  Jews  and  denounced  the  persecutions  inflicted  on  them.  This  is  evident  from  his 
“Auslegung  der  ersten  xxii.  Psalmen,”  written  in  1519  ;  and  from  his  treatise,  “  Dass 
Christus  ein  geborner  Hide  sey,”  which  appeared  in  1523.  But  the  more  he  shook  off 
the  shackles  of  the  ancient  faith,  the  more  venomous  became  his  hatred  of  the  Jews. 
The  two  books  “  Von  den  liiden”  und  ”  ihre  Liigen,”  from  which  I  have  quoted,  and 
another,  equally  bad  or  worse,  entitled,  “  Von  Schem  Hamphoras,”  were  written  in  the 
sixtieth  year  of  his  age,  only  three  years  before  his  death  (1543).  In  his  very  last  ser¬ 
mon,  delivered  a  few  days  before  his  death,  he  vomited  against  them  the  bitterest  re¬ 
proaches,  and  what  every  Christian  must  regard  as  foul  calumnies. 

*Kurzes  Bekenntniss,  Ed.  Erlangen,  Vol.  xxxii.,  p.  404.  cf.  397,  403. 

f  Ad  Melanchth.  Dec.,  1535.  De  Wette,  Vol.  iv.,  p.  655. 
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before,  he  had  given  out  a  sigh  of  heartfelt  disappointment  because  the 
Papal  legates,  Marino  Caraccioli  and  Jerome  Aleandro,  had  escaped  Hut- 
ten,  who  lay  in  ambush  to  assassinate  them.  Writing  to  Spalatin,  he  says, 
“  I  am  rejoiced  that  Hutten  has  come  out  at  last.  Would  to  God  that 
he  had  caught  Marinus  or  Aleander !  “Gaudeo  Huttenum  prodiisse, 
atque  utinam  Marinum  aut  Aleandrum  intercepisset  !”*  At  times  his  cau- 
ion  gave  way  before  his  unbridled  fury,  and  he  expressed  such  sentiments 
even  in  print.  He  wished  his  followers  to  attack  the  Pope,  cardinals, 
bishops,  etc.,  and  not  give  over  until  they  had  murdered  them  all.  And 
lest  this  should  be  considered  only  a  strong  figure  of  speech,  I  translate 
his  words  literally  from  an  edition  published  in  our  own  day  by  Lutherans : 
“  If  we  punish  thieves  and  robbers  by  sword  and  gibbet,  and  heretics  by 
fire,  why  do  we  not  so  much  the  more  attack  with  every  weapon  these 
teachers  of  perdition,  these  popes,  these  cardinals,  and  the  whole  rabble 
of  the  Roman  Sodom,  which  corrupts  the  Church  unceasingly,  and  wash 
our  hands  in  their  blood. ”j-  Similar  blood-thirsty  expressions  occur  in 
his  treatise  “  Wider  das  Papstthum  zu  Rom  vom  Teufel  gestiftet,”  written 
the  year  before  his  death — a  book  so  filthy  and  scurrilous  as  to  scan¬ 
dalize  even  the  Lutheran  princes. 

H.  Dr.  G.  then  cites  the  persecutions  of  Francis  1.  I  have  no  respect  for 
his  memory,  and  should  be  sorry  to  praise  or  defend  him.  He  had  little  or 
no  religion  ;  and  if  he  repressed  with  a  strong  hand  the  sects  that  were 
growing  up  in  his  kingdom,  his  motive  was  not  to  please  the  Church  of 
Rome,  but  to  provide  for  the  tranquility  of  his  states.  He  saw  that  the 
new  religion  had  filled  Germany  with  tumult  and  bloodshed ;  and  he 
feared  the  same  dangers  at  home.  What  happened  under  his  successors 
does  credit  to  his  foresight.  He  was  willing  enough  to  encourage  Luth¬ 
eranism  in  Germany,  because  he  saw  in  it  danger  and  evil  for  the  Em¬ 
peror  ;  but  he  was  not  willing  to  tolerate  such  evil  and  danger  in  his  own 
kingdom.  It  was  state-craft,  therefore,  and  not  the  Church  of  Rome, 
that  persecuted  the  new  religion  in  France. 

HI.  After  this  comes  the  inevitable  “  bloody  Mary,  who  ”  says  Dr.  G., 
“  burned  Cranmer  and  Ridley,  and  two  hundred  and  seventy-seven  others  in 
England.”  Not  two  hundred  and  seventy-seven,  but  about  two  hundred, 
as  true  history,  stripped  of  exaggeration,  has  it.  I  do  not  approve  of 
Mary’s  conduct,  nor  have  I  heard  of  any  one  that  does;  but  in  justice  to 

*Ad  Spalat.,  Nov.  13.  1520.  De  Wette,  Vol  i.,  p.  523. 

fLutheri  opera  Latina  Var.  Argum,  published  by  Dr.  Henry  Schmidt,  Frankfort  and 
Erlangen,  1895,  Vol.  ii.,p.  107. 
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a  virtuous,  unfortunate  queen,  I  must  remark  that  she  only  allowed  ex¬ 
isting  laws  to  take  their  course.  She  did  not  frame  new  laws  to  glut  her 
vengeance,  like  her  sister,  “good”  Queen  Bess.  The  statute  for  the 
burning  of  heretics  {^De  haeretico  coinbiirendo)  was  not  of  her  making. 
She  found  it  in  the  criminal  code  when  she  came  to  the  throne,  and  she 
had  seen  it  enforced  by  her  immediate  predecessors,  two  orthodox  Prot¬ 
estant  princes,  of  whom  little  or  no  complaint  is  made.  The  statute  was 
framed  originally  against  the  Lollards,  a  detestable,  pernicious  sect,  whose 
principles  were  incompatible  with  the  safety  or  existence  of  any  civilized 
commonwealth.  But  when  Lollardism  became  extinct,  it  is  to  the  credit 
of  the  English  Catholic  monarchs  that  they  allowed  this  fearful  law  to  lie 
inactive,  though  unrepealed,  on  the  pages  of  the  statute-book.  The  first 
to  revive  it  was  that  model  king  who  abolished  the  Church  of  Rome  in 
England. 

On  whom  must  impartial  history  lay  the  blame  of  the  Marian  persecu¬ 
tion  ?  Some  of  it,  no  doubt,  attaches  to  the  Queen  herself ;  but  far  the 
greater  part  belongs  to  her  counsellors,  unprincipled  nobles,  who  had  been 
anti-papal  under  Henry  VIII.,  Protestants  under  Edward,  and  had  become 
Catholics  to  gratify  Mary;  ready,  nevertheless,  to  go  back  to  Protestant¬ 
ism,  and  persecute  Catholics,  should  the  next  monarch  require  it,  as  was 
done  by  the  Cecils  and  other  base  wretches,  who  had  nothing  of  nobility 
but  the  name.  How  much  of  the  blame  attaches  to  “  the  Church  of 
Rome,”  on  which  Dr.  G.  places  the  whole  responsibility?  None,  abso¬ 
lutely  none.  For  Cardinal  Pole,  who  was  Rome’s  representative,  brought 
no  instructions  to  that  effect,  and  opposed  the  persecution  with  all  his  in¬ 
fluence,  as  did  also  most  of  the  other  bishops,  among  them  Gardiner, 
and  to  a  great  extent  the  Bishop  of  London,  who  js  falsely  held  up  to 
posterity  as  “bloody”  Bonner.  The  fact  is,  the  Machiavellian  nobles  who 
urged  on  the  persecution,  were  sending  in  constant  complaints  of  the 
apathy  and  reluctance  of  the  Bishops  to  second  their  own  new-born 
zeal. 

Of  Cranmer  and  Ridley,  the  less  said  the  better.  They  deserved  death 
for  high  treason,  of  which  they  had  made  themselves  guilty  by  overt  act, 
and  by  the  law  of  the  realm  they  could  expect  nothing  else.  It  was  mis¬ 
taken  clemency  on  Mary’s  part  to  prolong  their  imprisonment  with  the 
hope  of  obtaining  recantation.  Why  Dr.  G.  should  single  out  those  men, 
to  excite  special  odium,  I  cannot  say ;  unless  it  be  that  all  he  knows  of 
Cranmer  is  derived  from  the  literature  current  in  the  Sunday-school.  But 
now  that  he  has  grown  to  be  a  man,  he  should  put  away  the  things  of  a 
child,  and  think  like  a  man.  Let  him  study  the  history  that  becomes 
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robust  age ;  and  if  he  yvishes  to  read  truths  set  forth  with  the  charms  of 
style,  let  him  take  up  and  study  Macaulay’s  panegyric  of  this  “saint  and 
martyr.”  In  the  same  way  one  would  think  that  he  either  has  never  heard 
of  the  cruelties  practiced  on  Catholics  by  Henry  VIII,  Edward  and  Eliz¬ 
abeth.  She  sent  about  two  hundred  Catholics  to  execution — as  many  as 
her  sister  Mary.  She  did  not  burn,  but  she  racked  and  tortured  them,  cut 
them  open,  and  tore  out  their  hearts  and  entrails,  while  they  yet  were 
alive.  Or,  perhaps,  he  does  not  look  upon  these  as  acts  of  persecution. 
For  this  I  do  not  blame  him  so  much  as  his  guides.  Indeed,  a  Mussul¬ 
man,  or  Chinese,  or  other  outsider,  after  reading  history  as  it  is  taught  by 
most  modern  English-speaking  Christians,  could  hardly  help  regarding  it 
as  a  Christian  maxim,  that  it  is  very  wicked  in  a  Catholic,  but  very  laud¬ 
able  in  a  Protestant  prince,  to  punish  all  who  dissent  from  his  religion. 

I  had  almost  forgotten  to  call  the  Reverend  gentleman’s  attention  to  a 
point  which  he  has  here  entirely  overlooked.  Indeed,  he  too  often  for¬ 
gets,  or  perhaps  does  not  know  fully,  the  principles  and  practice  of  his 
own  church.  It  may  suit  the  purpose  of  a  latter-day  Lutheran  minister 
to  hold  up  Mary’s  victims  to  American  sympathy.  But  that  was  not  the 
light  in  which  they  were  viewed  by  orthodox  Lutheranism  in  its  German 
home  three  centuries  ago.  It  did  not  regard  them  as  martyrs,  who  had 
given  their  lives  for  the  truth,  but  as  wicked  sectaries  who  had  met  de¬ 
served  punishment.  It  styled  them  by  way  of  derision  “  the  Devil’s 
Martyrs.”*  It  would  not  allow  the  refugees  who  fled  from  Mary’s  per¬ 
secution  to  land  in  Denmark,  but  drove  them  out  to  sea  in  the  depth  of 
winter,  though  they  earnestly  begged,  for  the  sake  of  their  women  and 
children,  to  be  allowed  to  remain  until  the  rigor  of  the  season  was  over. 
They  were  notified  that  even  to  avoid  shipwreck,  they  must  not  land 
under  pain  of  death.  They  hoped  the  shores  of  Germany  would  prove 
more  hospitable,  but  they  were  confronted  by  the  same  stern  orthodoxy. 
They  steered  their  course  successively  to  Wissmar,  Rostock,  Lubeck  and 
Hamburg.  Everywhere  they  met  the  same  relentless,  implacable  spirit  of 
orthodox  Lutheranism,  which  denounced  them  from  the  pulpit  as  heret¬ 
ics,  stirred  up  the  people  against  them,  and  forbade  all  to  give  them  either 
shelter  or  a  cup  of  cold  water. f  Let  not  Dr.  G.  discredit  his  own 
church  by  pouring  out  his  sympathies  on  men  whom  she  denounced  as 
‘‘  Devil’s  Martyrs,”  and  unworthy  of  shelter  or  a  crust  of  bread. 

IV.  “The  Emperor  Charles  V.”  says  Dr.  Greenwald,  “put  to  the  sword 

*  See  Melanchthon’s  Works,  Ed.  of  Bretschneider.  Vol.  ix.,  pp.  942,  992,  1056. 

f  See  Karl  Adolf  Menzel,  Neuere  Geschichite  der  Deutschen;  Breslau,  1832.  Vbl. 
ir.  p.  119-121. 


48 


thousands  of  ministers  and  people  in  the  Netherlands  for  the  Protestant 
faith.”  To  these  fabulous  numbers,  derived  not  from  history,  but  from 
pious  story-books  for  old  and  young  children,  1  need  not  give  any  answer. 
He  might  as  well  have  said  hundreds  of  thousands,  or  millions.  By 
classing  robbers,  murders,  and  ringleaders  of  sedition  among  martyrs,  as 
Foxe  did,  one  can  swell  a  “martyrology  ”  to  any  size.  But  no  Church 
that  has  true  saints  and  martyrs  ever  has  recourse  to  this  base  expedient. 

V.  “Philip  II.”  says  Dr.  Greenwald,  “introduced  the  Inquisition  into 
Spain;  and  hundreds  and  thousands  of  Protestants  and  Jews  perished  in 
prison  or  by  auto  da-fesJ’’  That  “Philip  introduced  the  Inquisition  into 
Spain  ”  is  so  strange  an  assertion,  and  there  is  so  little  to  be  gained  by  it, 
that  I  do  not  believe  it  is  to  be  found  even  in  the  Sunday-school  books. 
Why  not  rather  strike  higher,  and  make  St.  Dominic  its  author,  or  better  • 
still,  Ignatius  of  Loyola,  as  that  most  learned  and  wise  statesman,  John 
Quincy  Adams,  once  did  in  a  public  discourse.  The  “hundreds  and  thou¬ 
sands  of  Protestants  and  Jews”  murdered  by  Philip,  rest  on  no  better  au¬ 
thority  than  that  of  Lolrente.  H  -  compiled  what  professed  to  be  a  History 
of  the  Spanish  Inquisition  from  official  records.  When  he  had  completed 
his  history,  as  he  himself  tells  us,  he  burnt  the  records  !  Who  but  a  sense¬ 
less  bigot,  ready  to  believe  everything,  would  rely  upon  the  word  of  such 
an  historian  ?  I  am  no  admirer  of  Philip,  nor  apologist  of  his  misdeeds. 
But  neither  will  I  allow  any  thing  said  by  a  confessed  forger  to  weigh  in 
the  balance  against  him.  To  complete  Llorente’s  character,  it  may  be 
added  that  he  was  an  infidel,  and  a  traitor  to  his  country  at  that  grand 
epoch  when  the  whole  world  stood  gazing  with  admiration  on  the  heroic 
patriotism  of  the  Spanish  people.  While  his  countrymen  were  in  arms, 
this  wretched  renegade  was  fawning  upon  the  foreign  usurper  of  the 
throne,  and  engaged  by  his  command  in  writing  falsehoods  to  dishonor 
the  national  history. 

VI.  “  When  the  Papal  yoke  was  first  forced  upon  Ireland,  and  so  many 
perished  because  they  would  n  >i  low  down  to  images,  Rome  was  a  per¬ 
secuting  churcl/  then,”  says  Dr.  G.  A  committee  of  learned  Irish  anti¬ 
quarians  might  make  something  out  of  this  dark  enigma,  but  an  ordinary 
mortal  can  only  bow  his  head  with  silent  reverence  and  listen,  as  he  would 
to  a  prophet  delivering  his  oracles  in  an  unknown  tongue.  I  thought  I  had 
read  a  little  of  history,  but  this  will  cure  me  of  that  vanity.  Here  is  a 
grand,  important  fact  in  modern  history,  of  which  I  know  as  little  as  I  do 
of  what  was  graven  on  the  columns  of  Seth  or  written  on  the  pillars  of 
Hercules.  Where  has  Dr.  G.  picked  up  this  hidden  lore  about  Ireland,  the 
papal  yoke  forced  upon  them,  the  bowing  to  images,  the  persecution  ?  It 
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must  be  a  great  pleasure  and  comfort  to  Irishmen  to  learn  of  this  bright/ 
glorious  day  in  iheir  history,  when  they  died  martyrs,  fighting  against  the 
Pope  and  his  Paganism.  This  is  a  good  point,  as  nice  as  it  is  new;  and  if 
skillfully  put,  as  Dr.  G.  can  do  it,  may  have  a  wonderful  effect.  It  may 
make  them  ashamed  of  the  idolatry  in  which  they  are  now  forcibly  kept 
down,  and  help  to  lift  them  out  of  it  into  the  possession  of  Christian  free¬ 
dom  and  Gospel  light.  Let  Dr.  G.  try  his  hand  at  it. 

VII.  When  I  read  the  title  of  Dr.  G’s  Fourth  Sermon,  “  Persecu¬ 
tion,”  I 'felt  instinctively  that  the  “  St.  Bartholomew  massacre  ”  as  well  as 
“  Bloody  Mary,”  must  form  part  of  the  dishes  to  be  served  up  at  this  no¬ 
popery  feast.  And  the  Rev.  preacher  has  not  disappointed  me ;  he  has 
served  it  up  with  all  due  horrors  and  exaggerations.  To  begin  with  the 
numbers — from  what  trustworthy  historian  did  Dr.  G.  learn  that  the  vic¬ 
tims  were  100,000  ?  One  would  think  Huguenot  testimony  preferable  to  that 
of  outsiders  ;  for  it  is  not  likely  that  they  would  falsify  the  numbers  by  dimi¬ 
nution.  The  most  accurate  of  them,  or  the  one  who  seems  to  have  taken 
most  pains  and  hit  on  the  best  way  to  get  at  the  truth,  was  the  compiler  of 
the  Huguenot  “  Martyrology.”  He  wrote  to  every  Protestant  minister  in 
France  to  get  the  names  of  those  who  suffered,  or  were  supposed  to  have 
suffered.  He  could  procure  only  786  names;  yet  he  swells,  by  conjec¬ 
ture,  the  total  number  to  15,000.  Another  Huguenot,  Masson,  contents 
himself  with  10,000.  The  judicious  and  impartial  Lingard  thinks  2,000 
a  fair  estimate.  But  even  this  is  a  great  number ;  and  there  is  no  Catho¬ 
lic  to  my  knowledge  who  does  not  abhor  the  shocking  crime  and  detest 
its  authors.  Now,  who  were  its  authors?  Not  “the  Roman  church,”  as 
is  ignorantly  or  wickedly  pretended  ;  but  Catharine,  the  Queen  Regent  of 
France,  and  her  son  Charles  IX.  To  them  exclusively  belongs  whatever 
infamy  attaches  to  the  massacre,  which  was  in  its  aim  wholly  political,  not 
religious.  It  was  the  result  of  a  long-standing  feud  between  two  unprin¬ 
cipled  factions,  both  of  which  cared  very  little  for  God,  religion  or  mo¬ 
rality.  Coligny,  the  head  of  the  Huguenots,  was  the  next  thing  to  a 
reigning  monarch,  and  assumed  most  of  the  rights  of  sovereignty.  He 
maintained  envoys  at  most  of  the  Protestant  courts  of  Europe,  levied 
monthly  contributions  for  his  support,  had  soldiers  to  defend  himself  and 
his  “cause,”  and  had  officers  stationed  everywhere  to  execute  his  orders. 
He  had  gained  an  ascendency  over  the  young  king,  who  was  a  mere  boy, 
and  the  Queen,  who,  as  Regent  held  the  reigns  of  government,  saw  that 
he  was  plotting  her  ruin.  She  determined  to  anticipate  the  attempt  by 
his  destruction.  It  is  simply  the  way  of  the  world,  to  fight  wrong  with 
wrong  and  crime  with  crime;  and  it  is  part  of  its  wisdom  to  cover  all  this 
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with  a  specious  veil  of  lying  pretexts  and  glittering  falsehoods.  Catha¬ 
rine  was  as  much  an  adept  in'this  science  as  Coligny  and  his.crew.  She 
achieved  success  by  first  withdrawing  the  young  King  from  the  influence 
of  Coligny,  and  then  poisoning  his  mind  with  suspicions  of  the  Admiral's 
nefarious  designs.  She  persuaded  him  that  it  was  Coligny’s  purpose  to 
seize  and  massacre  the  whole  royal  family,  and  thus  pave  the  way  for  the 
House  of  Navarre.  Perhaps  there  was  some  grain  of  truth  in  Catharine’s 
suspicions.  At  all  events,  she  obtained  the  consent  of  the  young  king  to 
take  decisive  steps,  and  the  result  was  the  massacre  of  Coligny  and  his 
partisans.  But  blood  once  tasted  awakens  the  appetite  for  more.  The 
massacre  extended  beyond  their  original  design ;  and  they  found  them¬ 
selves  enveloped  in  more  guilt  and  odium  than  they  had  anticipated. 

This  is  the  true  history  of  the  massacre.  And  the  naked  truth  is  bad 
enough,  without  the  fictitious  adjuncts  with  which  bigotry  loves  to  adorn 
its  favorite  theme.  It  was,  as  White  and  Baird  admit,  the  work  of  the 
wicked  Catharine  de  Medicis,  who  had  as  much,  or  rather  as  little, 
religion  as  her  sister  queen  and  contemporary,  Elizabeth  of  England* 
For  both,  religion  was  but  a  plaything,  a  mere  stepping-stone  to  their  ends. 
They  were  both  born  to  rule,  and  rule  they  would,  in  spite  of  God  and  his 
law.  As  for  “  the  Church  of  Rome,”  it  had  no  more  to  do  with  the 
crime  than  the  Lutheran  Court  of  Saxony.  Following  the  course  of  Dr. 
G’s  sermon,  I  shall  come  back  to  this  point. 

VIII.  and  IX.  The  next  witness  dragged  in  to  prove  that  Rome  is 
a  persecuting  Church,  is  Pius  IX.,  who,  according  to  Dr.  G.,  “in 
his  Encyclical  of  1864,  utters  anathema  on  all  who  maintain  liberty 
of  the  press,  liberty  of  conscience,  and  liberty  of  speech,”  and 
teaches  in  his  Syllabus  that  “  the  Church  may  employ  material  force.” 
As  Rev.  Dr.  G.  has  never  read  either  the  Encyclical  or  the  Sylla¬ 
bus,  but  has  heard  of  them  only  through  prejudiced  manuals  of  con¬ 
troversy,  in  which  the  doctrine  of  Rome  is  never  fairly  stated,  I  am 
not  astonished  to  find  that  he  fails  to  quote  the  Pope  correctly,  and 
misunderstands  his  meaning.  He  never  used  the  formula  put  into 
his  Encyclical  by  Dr.  G.  and  others.  He  condemns  license,  for  that  is 
the  only  liberty  of  speech  and  writing  understood  by  the  revolutionists 
and  infidels  of  Southern  Europe ;  liberty  to  publish  atheistical,  blasphem¬ 
ous,  irreligious,  immoral  books.  I  hope  he  does  not  think  this  identical 
with  the  American  idea  of  liberty  of  the  press.  If  so,  he  had  better  sign 
his  name  to  the  petition  by  which  some  advocates  of  free  thought  and  free- 
speech  are  seeking  the  pardon  of  the  notorious  Bennet,  who  has  been 
found  guilty ^by  his  narrow-minded  judges  of  acting  up  to  his  belief  that 
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freedom  of  the  press  in  this  country  is  full  and  unlimited.  Dr.  G.  does 
not  believe  that  license  and  liberty  of  the  press  are  identical.  Why  does 
he  insinuate  this  identity  by  his  line  of  argument?  When  the  Pope 
says  that  the  Church  has  a  right  to  use  force  in  the  execution  of  her 
decrees,  he  means  that  force  which  she  borrows  from  the  State  in  her 
administration  of  justice.  If  she  has  received  judicial  and  legislative 
power  from  her  divine  Founder,  she  must  have  a  right  to  enforce  these 
powers  in  some  way.  That  she  has  the  moral  power  is  evident.  That  is 
her  own  by  divine  gift,  and  nothing  can  wrest  it  from  her  hands.  But 
this  is  very  often  inadequate  to  protect  her  in  her  rights.  She  must  have 
recourse  to  the  physical  power  of  the  magistrate,  and  she  does  it  even  in 
pagan  countries.  For  example,  if  she  suspend  a  clergyman  from  his  office, 
and  take  away  his  spiritual  jurisdiction,  and  the  priest  prove  refractory, 
and  continue  to  hold  forcible  possession  of  a  church  with  charge  of  souls 
annexed,  she  is  bound  in  conscience  to  eject  him.  But  how  can  she  do 
it,  having  no  physical  force  of  her  own  ?  She  can  only  invoke  the  aid  of 
the  magistrate,  even  in  heathen  lands,  where  the  claims  of  justice  are 
acknowledged,  and  ask  for  the  use  of  his  power  to  maintain  her  rights. 
What  is  there  of  persecution  in  all  this  ?  Do  not  Lutheran,  Presbyterian 
and  Methodist  conferences  or  corporations,  claim  from  the  State  the  same 
right  ? 

X.  After  the  Pope,  the  Belgian  bishops  are  called  in  as  witnesses. 
“  They  refuse  absolution  to  those  who  patronize  State  schools,”  says  Dr.  G. 
Would  he  have  them  do  otherwise  ?  These  State  schools  are  nests  of  athe¬ 
ism  and  nurseries  of  immorality.  They  were  instituted  and  are  main¬ 
tained  with  the  almost  avowed  purpose  of  rooting  Christianity  out  of  Bel¬ 
gium.  And  the  effort  to  withstand  this  wicked  persecution  and  save  the 
souls  of  Christian  children.  Dr.  G.  calls  persecution !  Possibly  he  thinks 
Atheism  better  than  what  he  politely  calls  “  Romanism.”  If  so,  I  can¬ 
not  think  highly  of  his  Christian  principles.  Catholics  may  be  wrong  in 
everything  else,  but  still  they  adore  God  and  His  Divine  Son  in  their  own 
ignorant  way.  And  this  is  something  better,  I  hope,  than  blaspheming 
and  denying  Him.  The  Belgian  bishops  have  done  nothing  more  than 
what  is  done  by  the  sects  in  this  very  matter  of  education.  I  know  per¬ 
sonally  of  cases  where  Protestant  parents  in  this  free  country  of  ours  have 
been  arraigned  by  Baptist  and  Methodist  church  boards  for  sending  their 
daughters  to  Catholic  academies. 

Dr.  G.  comes  back  once  more  to  the  St.  Bartholomew  massacre,  and 
endeavors  to  fasten  the  responsibility  of  it  on  the  Pope,  because,  having 
heard  of  it,  he  endorsed  it  by  his  approbation.  He  rejoiced,  and  ordered 
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his  people  to  rejoice.  The  Te  Deums,  cannon-firing,  bell-ringing,  etc., 
on  which  Dr.  G.  dilates  with  such  relish, .prove  nothing  more  than  what 
I  admit;  the  Pope  rejoiced.  But  what  was  the  object  of  this  rejoicing? 
The  correct  answer  to  this  question  wilt  scatter  to  the  winds  his  whole 
web  of  sophistry.  He  rejoiced  at  the  news  that  was  sent  him  ;  and  that 
news  was  craftily  concocted  by  the  French  court  to  deceive  him.  The 
news  was  that  the  King  and  royal  family  were  on  the  point  of  being  mur¬ 
dered  in  cold  blood  by  the  Huguenot  faction,  but  that  the  plot  was  provi¬ 
dentially  discovered  at  the  last  moment,  anri  frustrated  by  the  summary 
seizure  and  execution  of  the  conspirators.^  Why  should  not  the ’Pope  re¬ 
joice,  and  decree  rejoicings,  for  what  he  was  led  to  believe  a  providential 
escape  of  the  French  monarch  and  his  family  from  destruction  ?  The 
same  lying  dispatches  were  sent  to  every  court  in  Europe,  and  imposed 
on  them  all  for  a  time.  Even  Elizabeth  of  England,  though  not  a  whit 
behind  Catharine  in  the  art  of  dissembling  and  lying,  was  deceived,  with 
all  her  shrewdness,  or  perhaps  she  did  not  feel  herself  in  a  position  to  re¬ 
proach  her  fellow-sinner.  Catharine  artfully  intimated  this  to  Elizabeth 
herself  in  one  of  her  letters.  Catharine’s  lying  to  the  Pope  is  one  of  the 
strongest  proofs  of  his  innocence.  If  she  had  thought  that  he  delighted  in 
the  shedding  of  heretical  blood,  she  would  have  spoken  out  the  truth  to 
him  at  least,  in  order  to  gain  his  good  will.  She  was  afraid  to  do  so,  and 
carefully  avoided  doing  it. 

But  even  had  the  Pope  waited  for  months,  until  he  had  ascertained  the 
entire  truth,  and  then  expressed  his  satisfaction  at  what  had  happened,  he 
would  only  have  followed  an  example  which  Dr.  G.  has  possibly  never 
heard  of,  but  to  which,  as  a  Lutheran,  he  must  bow  with  respect.  The 
Court  of  Saxony,  moved  by  the  horror  which  the  accounts  of  the  massa¬ 
cre  had  caused  throughout  Germany,  consulted  the  heads  of  the  Lutheran 
Church  on  the  subject.  Andrea  and  Selneccer,  both  theologians  of  the 
highest  distinction  (the  former  so  universally  esteemed,  and  of  such  influ¬ 
ence,  that  he  was  known  as  the  Lutheran  Pope),  acting  as  spokesman  for 
his  brother  theologians,  in  their  official  capacity,  made  answer  as  follows: 
“  That  the  Calvinists  who  had  perished  were  by  no  means  martyrs,  nor 
had  they  shed  their  blood  as  witnesses  to  the  truth,  but  had  clearly  drawn 
this  butchery  upon  themselves,  in  just  punishment  of  their  guilt.”*  So  little 
sympathy  had  the  Lutherans  for  these  Calvinists,  that  only  four  years  before 
(1568),  the  Saxon  Elector,  John  William,  furnished  at  his  own  expense 
an  army  to  Charles  IX.,  against  his  rebellious  Huguenot  subjects.f  Let 
Dr.  G.  say  no  more  of  the  Pope  of  Rome,  seeing  that  the  Pope  of  Luth- 


*  K.  A.  Menzel,  Neure  Geschichte,  d.  Deutschen,  Vol.  V.,  p.  40.  \  Ibid. 
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eranism  and  his  colleagues  were  not  behind  him  in  attributing  to  heaven’s 
justice  the  punishment  of  the  Huguenots  on  St.  Bartholomew’s  night. 

Rev.  Dr.  Greenwald  finally  quotes  a  passage  from  some  “  Catholic  news¬ 
paper,”  which  has  neither  name,  nor  day,  nor  date,  in  which  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  are  threatened  with  the  Inquisition,  in  the  good  time  that  is 
coming.  Charity  makes  me  hope  that  he  has  been  imposed  upon  by  some 
“religious”  paper  of  his  own  or  other  denomination.  The  ‘‘religioni”  of 
such  papers  does  not  extend  beyond  their  name.  They  are  fire-brands  in 
the  community,  and  are  as  willing  to  employ  fiction  as  fact,  in  stirring  up 
the  worst  feelings  of  sectarian  strife  and  hatred  among  our  citizens.  I 
am  heartily  ashamed  to  see  him  do  such  worthless  stuff  the  honor  of  quot¬ 
ing  it  from  his  pulpit. 

And  now  I  have  done  with  my  remarks  on  Dr.  Greenwald’s  sermons. 
To  uiidertake  the  task  was  not  pleasant,  and  I  gladly  lay  down  the  pen, 
with  the  hope  that  I  have  exposed  misstatements  without  wounding  char¬ 
ity.  What  my  creed  may  be  makes  no  difference,  for  it  does  not  affect 
the  truth  of  my  statements.  Let  them  be  judged  on  their  own  merits  or 
demerits,  without  reference  to  the  writer.  I  have  written  as  one  who 
knows  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  having  had  occasion  to  make 
a  study  of  it  years  ago  ;  and,  knowing  it,  I  feel  pained,  as  every  honest 
man  should,  to  see  it  mis-stated  or  caricatured.  There  is  no  reason  why 
theologians,  who  believe  it  wrong,  should  not  controvert  it.  But  let  this 
be  done  with  Christian  weapons  of  logic  and  charity,  not  with  misrepre¬ 
sentation.  I  have  made  some  study  also  of  the  various  Protestant  creeds  ; 
and  am  willing  that  they  should  be  confuted,  but  not  misrepresented.  I 
have  had  occasion  more  than  once  to  correct  Catholics  for  misconceiving 
and  mis-stating  them.  Misrepresentation,  if  willful,  is  a  wickeil  weapon  ; 
w’illful  or  not,  it  is  a  two-edged  tool,  that  is  generally  injurious  to  him  who 
handles  it.  The  deception  must  be  discovered,  sooner  or  later,  and  the 
discovery  will  most  likely  throw  doubt  and  discredit  on  everything  else 
that  the  speaker  or  controversialist  has  said  or  may  say  in  future. 

If,  therefore,  the  reverend  gentleman  will  insist  on  preaching  contro¬ 
versy,  let  him  be  careful  to  state  both  his  own  and  Catholic  doctrine  as 
they  are.  But  he  should  not  denounce  eternal  penalties  against  those  who 
may  choose  to  live  and  die  in  the  Church  of  Rome.  It  looks  like  an  ap¬ 
proach  to  that  persecuting  spirit,  against  which  he  declaims.  Besides,  it 
is  not  the  doctrine  of  his  own  Church,  as  he  ought  to  know  from  the  de¬ 
cisions  of  the  theologians  of  Helmstadt,  who  declared  that  salvation  may 
be  obtained  in  the  Church  of  Rome. 

But  it  would  be,  perhaps,  better  and  safer  for  him  to  avoid  controversial 
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subjects  altogether;  some  of  these  subjects  may  be  too  high  for  his  own 
reach,  or  beyond  the  capacity  and  unsuited  to  the  needs  of  his  hearers. 
By  avoiding  them,  he  avoids  all  risk  of  making  serious  mistakes '  hhnself 
and  producing  false  impressions  on  his  flock,  in  which  case  he  would  not 
be  true  to  his  duty  as  a  preacher  of  truth  and  morality.  Let  him  take  the 
advice  given  by  Luther  to  Bucer  one  day,  after  listening  to  a  sermon  by 
the  latter.  He  contrasts  such  preaching  with  his  own.  I  transcribe  it 
literally  from  a  late  biography  of  Luther,  written  by  one  his  most  ardent  ad¬ 
mirers.*  After  explaining  how  he  always  tried  to  give  his  hearers  what  they 
most  needed,  he  thus  warns  Bucer  :  “  Ihr.aber  suchet  euere  Predigt  gar  zu 
hoch  und  schwebet  in  Liiften,  im  Gaischt,  Gaischt;  darum  gehoren  euere 
Predigten  nur  fur  die  Gelehrten,  die  konnen  meine  Landleute  allhier,  die 
Wenden,  nicht  verstehen.”  Let  him  accept  with  reverence  the  advice  of 
his  great  Master,  preach  to,  and  not  above  his  hearers  and  himself,  speak¬ 
ing  in  the  air,  as  Luther  calls  it ;  above  all,  let  him  avoid  striving  after 
what  Dr.  Martin  rather  contemptuously  calls  “  Gaischt,  Gaischt.” 

♦Luther’s  Leben  aus  den  Quellen  erklart  von  Moritz  Meurer,  Pfarrer  zu  Collenbcrg. 
Leipsic,  1870,  pp.  572-3, 


